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Preface

i

In 1963 Suffolk County's first Executive, H. Lee Dennison, rec-
ommended that Calverton Airport become the fourth ma-
jor New York Metropolitan airport. The United States Navy,
who built and owned the facility, joined by its tenant,
Grumman Aircraft Corporation. objected strenuously. Their
position was that the property was created for naval de-
vice testing ond the production and festing of high per-
formance military aircraft which reguired the highest order
of security and flight operational prionty, which preciuded
joint use of any kind. Their posture was firm even though
every other manufacturer of military circraft in the United
States operated out of joint civilian/military dirfields.

The members of the Wading River Civic Association were
also in strong opposition. Since the Navy controlled the de-
cision process. Dennison’s proposal went nowhere. In retro-
spect, it was a corect declsion because Grumman was
very aggressively increasing employment and flight opera-
tions at the field.

For almost three decades the concept of joint use re-
mained moot. Then several Independent set of circum-
stances all coalesced. leading 10 the reopening of the issue
of joint use,

The first was the collapse of the Soviet Union, which dra-
maticolly altered the two-superpower status of interna-
tional conflict, leaving the United States os the universal
superpower. An immediate consequence was the lack of
need for the post Wosdd War Il arms race, therefore reduc-
ing the need for military hardware.

A second factor was the decision of the Secretary of De-
fense to favor other manufacturers over Grumman, which
severely curtalled and eventually abolished major pro-
grams. Employment at Calverton, which reached a high of
aimost 4,000 jobs, fell by more than one half. More to the
point, the promise for the future indicated little hope for
mgjor mifitary production.

A third situation relates 1o the first two examples. The De-
partment of Defense has to determine which bases are ex-
pendable in the face of budgetary reductions that may be
imposed by Congress.



Thus, by 1991 aftitudes at Grumman and the Navy were
more faverable to the concept of joint use. Their expression
of interest was conveyed to County Executive Halpin, who
suggested that the Long island Regional Planning Board
give consideration to the filing of an application with the
Federal Aviation Administration for planning funds to en-
abte the Board 1o study the feasibility of developing non-
defensa employment at the Calverton facility.

The Board had an interest in conducting the study for sev-
eral reasons. Calverton Airport was and is one of the four
significant airfields in Suffolk County which include: Repub-
lic Airport in the Town of Babylon operated by the New York
State Department of Transportation, MacArthur Alrport in
and operated by the Town of Istlip, and Suffolk County’s
Gabreski Airport in the Town of Southampton. Several avia-
tion planning studies conducted by Suffolk County have all
identified the economic value of these facilities to the
County. In addition, the Suffolk County Planning Depart-
ment study of 1964, fitled Park and Ride presented a com-
prehensive view of intermodal fransporiation linking rait,
highway and air facilifies that placed emphasis on mass
transporation as a relief for the already over-used highway
system, The Long Isiand Rail Road has already carried out
one of the recommendations involving the electrfication of
the main branch to MacArthur Airport. The County con-
ducted three studies for the County Airport that shressed the
benefit 1o touwrism and job creation by the use of generdl
and freight operations. MacArthur is the County’s commer-
cial passenger airport and has continually upgraded its op-
erations while paying close atftention to the need fto
protect adjacent homeowners from noise.

With the exception of Calverton, the other three are follow-
ing the planning potential set forth years ago. Their past,
present and future is well defined. If the conditions stated
earlier in the preface did not occur, and if Grumman’s em-
ployment had remained at its earlier peak, there undoubt-
edly would have been litfle reason for the current study.
Unfortunately. this is not the case. In the past three years,

Long Istand has lost more than 100,000 jobs. Grumman was
a mgjor employer for the East End. When the unemploy-
ment statistics for the eastern towns is examined it become
eminently Clear that job creation and stabiiity is impaortant

An application was filed in April 1991 requesting a planning
grant in the sum of $486,000 of which the iocal share was
ten percent and the remainder to be paid by the FAA. See
Appendix C.

The FAA indicated that they preferred to place the con-
tract in their subsequent funding cycle. On September 12,
1992 the FAA gave their final approval to commence the
work.

As soon as the award was made public. an immediate
flurry of pro and anti aclivities were initiated. Local residents
near the airport individually and collectively regisiered op-
position 1o the concept inherent in the study, the study it-
self. the Board, and the Board’s Executive Director who
serves as project director on all of the Board'’s studies.

This was maiched by strong support from business-oriented
citizens, again individually and colliectively, who saw a po-
tential for job and tax base growth that they were in favor
of. County Executive Gaffney and Governor Mario Cuomo
strongly supported the conduct of the study and commit-
ted key members of their administrations 10 assist in the
study-

The first two steps taken by the project director was the or-
ganization of the professionat staff to carry out the day-to-
day work and the creation of a broad-based advisory
council composed of civic. environmental, business. minor-
ity community, elected officials ond technically competent
appointed officials o assist the Board in the development
of the study. The history of the Advisory Council consfitutes
a separate chapter of the study and is an interesting story
of the group and individual dynamics involved in arfiving at
public policy conclusions whenever the subject is highly
controversial.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Regional Locational Seting

The Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant, Calverton,
New York (NWIRP) is located in Suffolk County ot o site that
is about 97 mles east of mid-town Manhotton and more
than 50 miles west of Montauk Point. Figure 1-1 depicts its
location with respect to the New York Metropolitan Region.

Study Area Setting

Two designations were selected for the study.

+ The fist depicts the overall boundary deemed to be di-
rectly impacted by past, present or future activities at
the dirfield. After discussion with the Advisory Councit
(AC) It was ogreed that a radius of approximately 10
miles from.the center of the airfield would constitute
the overall study area and be referred to as the Primary
Study Area (PSA).

The boundary extends from the Long istand Sound on
the north to the Great South Bay on the south; and
from the Jamesport community in ecstern Riverhead
Town 1o the Yaphank community in the Town of
Brookhaven 1o the west, The PSA includes the four O
proaches to the two runways. Figure 1-2 deplcts the Pgl\

« The second designation covers the 2,913 acres within
the fenced-in portion of the United States Navy hold-
ings that comprise the operational girport, including run-
ways, supporting faciltties and the majority of
Grummon'’s production buildings. It is within this
fenceline that the study will assess the feasibil(‘;}f of
whether or not joint commercial/military use of the air-
field Is practical, Figure 1-3 depicts the property within
the fenceline referred to as the Alport Study Area(ASA),

Description of Airfield

In 1952. the Navy ocqulred 4,400 acres for airfield runway
construction and associated facilities under Civil Action No.
84. Approximately 2,213 acres were leased to the Grum-
man Corporation for girfield operations which commenced

v -
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In 1954, while the remalning acreage was designated as
buffer zones. Buffer zones were designated as expansions
of runway centerlines resulting In four discrete units. Several
additional parcels were acgulred during the period 1959
through 1963 by deed from Individuol owners to halt en-
rrowiching development.

In 1976, 902 acres of the northwest buffer zone were ex-
cessed to the Veterans Administration for construction of
the Calverton National Cemetery. NWIRP now encom-
passas 5.899 acres.

The northeast 476 ocres of runway buffer zones within
NWIRP is located north of Route 25. The southeast ond
souihwest buffer zones. located south of Grumman Boule-
vard, have areas of 1,698 and 812 acres. respectively. The
total runway buffer zone area Is 2,986 acres.

Runway 14/32 at Calveiton Is 10.001 feet long. 200 feet
wide and lies roughly NW to SE; runway 5/23 is 7,001 feet by
200 feet and lies NE to SW. (14/32 and 5/23 refer to com-
poss heading 140 degrees/320 degrees ond 5 degrees/230
degrees.)

The NWIRP provides facllities for final assembly and flight
acceptance testing of military alrcraft.

Airport Develiopment and Usage

In 1952 the Navy purchased property in Calverton and
commenced the development of what would be called
ihe Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant (NWIRP)/Pe-
conic River Facility. This included o final agssembly/manufac-
luiing center, a flight test center, o runway of 10,000 feet
and an auxilicry runway of 7.000 feet. This was the first air-
ciafl plant in the U.S. built specifically though not exclu-
sively. for the assembly ond flight test of jet gircraft. Since
19541 five more builldings were constructed.

The Navy s original land purchase in 1952 was for approxi-
rnalely 4500 acres. in 1957, howevet, there was attempt to
socne rasements and restrictive covenants on 21,469

acres of Riverhead and Brookhaven town properties to se-
cure a larger buffer zone around the Peconic River Plant

The majority of the 6000 acres—5.000—is in the Town of
Riverhead. The balance is in the Town of Brookhaven. The
prime mission of the Calverfon Naval Weapons Industrial
Reserve Plant (NWIRP) is to provide industrial capacity for
national defense ond for mobilzation in the event of a na-
tional emergency.

Mission activities of the Calverton facility encompass devel-
opment, production, major and final assembly, flight test-
ing. overhaul, maintenance and servicing of experimental
and production military aircraft, missiles, and weapons sys-
tems. The NWIRP Calverton facility is unique in that it has
been designed speclfically to provide the envitonment pe-
culiar to the needs of developmental aircraft and weapons
systems flight testing. aos well as to the needs of assembly
ond delivery of production aircraft/weapons systems.

The Calverton facility is the only final assembly plant for the
Navy jet aircroft manufactured by Grumman at theii
Bethpage facilily., also located on Long Isiand. Compo-
nents modues ond sub-assemblies are manufactured at

Bethpage.

Operations at NWIRP Calverton included flight operations
not only by Grummaon and U.S. militory aircraft, but by air-
line aircraft on haining missions and general aviation oir-
craft as well. All significant alrcraft run-up operations serve
the Grumman development and testing mission, Of the to-
tal operations. it is the Grumman and military porion which
generate the significant accident potential and noise Im-
pact. The aircraft presently assigned to the NWIRP Calver-
ton facility include several fypes of newly assembled
aircraft in various stages of first and checkout flights. proto-
type and development aircrafft undergoing test flights,
some tanker ond chase piane types. and miscellaneous
ferry and corporote aircraft. ond rescue helicopiers.

During the post decade the overaoge annual troffic count
(each take off and each landing is on individual count)
was 6.470. On a daily basis this equates to 18 counts. How-
ever, if non-flight days are taken into consideration. the ac-



tual average was approximately 26 per day. The average
commercial component was approximately 2 per day.

Origination of Report

The balance of this report is contained in seven chapters
and several appendices. They are generally organized in a
sequential pattern which reflects the methodological or-
ganization of the study.

Chapter Two is made up of seven parts, which explore the
nature of the air cargo industry and the potential for the
commercial development of a portion of ine Calverton airfield.

Chapter Three presents an analysis of the environmental
conditions at the properly within the fenceline and the
larger primary area. The puipose of this work was to deter-
mine which portions of the potential area for development
could be used in an environmentally sound way. in contrast
with those portions that have constraints against usage. This
analysis defines the limits to construction and, therefore, the
limits o economic development.

Chapter Four reviews the existing and potential land uses
planned by the County of Suffolk and the Towns of River-
head, Brookhaven, and Southampton and the impact of
expanded use of the Calverton airfield on fhese communi-
ties. There is also a review of the transportation implications
of commercial development on the road and rail networks.

Chapter Five contains the commercial development alter-
native that might occur ot the airfield. The upper limits to
growth were set by the environmental consiraints identified
in Chapter Three.

1-6

Chapter Six contains the estimates of infrastructure costs to
develop the various alternatives and who must bear the
cost for development. In addition, several administrative al-
ternatives ranging from a fixed based operator to a New
York State Authority are discussed.

Chapter Seven concentrates on the history and role of the
Advisory Council which consisted of ardent supporters of
the expanded use of Calverton and equally ardent oppo-
nents to such use. Particular attention is given to the ciitical
issues that were raised since these objections provided a
sharp focus for the staff on matters that must be addressed
in order to achieve a comprehensive plan-—and a plan
that can stand the test of political scrutiny and challenge.

Chapter Eight concludes the study and contains the rec-
ommendations and findings of the Long Island Regional
Planning Board after their review and consideration of the
staff’'s work.

Appendix A contains the references cited in the text by
numoer. The use of this endnote system rather than the list-
ing of footnotes on each page was chosen so as 1o pro-
vide an unbroken fext.

Appendix B contains the bibliography
Appendix C summarizes the grant application

Appendix D contains a copy of the report prepared by Gil-
lam and Gander for the North Fork Environmental Council.
This report was useful to the staff in identifying the issues that
should be addiessed relative to community character, re-
lated land use concerns and commercial alrport operations.

Appendix E contains examples of the survey forms that
were used in Part Four of Chapter Two.

Appendix F contains the Airport Layout Plan.



CHAPTER TWO
Economic Analysis

Introduction

This chapter analyzes the economic feasibility of develop-
ing air cargo facilities at Calverton Alrport as a catalyst for
economic development in eastern Suffolk County and
throughout Long Island. The goal of the study is to deter-
mine how the Calverfon Airport site can best be utilized in
promofing economic development. Air cargo facilities are
envisioned as part of the overall economic development
package.

This chapter encompasses six major sections.

Part One analyzes the recent growth of the U.S. air cargo
industry and reviews the technological innovations that
have led to rapid increases in the effective payload ca-
pacity of freighter aircraft. it projects the future growth
of the air cargo industry during the 1990s and suggests
the type of air cargo services that domestic and infer-
national carriers will provide. The finat section discusses
the potential benefits of separate regional air cargo
centers and outlings the facilities required by such centers.

Part Two focuses specifically on the aviation and oir cargo
industry In the New York Region. It analyzes the types of
jobs generated by the region’s aviation industry and dis-
cusses the economic impact of existing Long Island air-
ports. It presents detailed information about the
volume and dollar amount of specific commaodities
that are shipped by air through the New York Custom’s
District. It discusses the level of congestion at New
Yoik's three major regional airports — Kennedy,
LaGuardia, and Newark. The need 1o mitigate existing
agirport congestion is one of the major justifications for
separate regional air cargo facilities. The final sections
detail on-going infrastructure improvements related to
air cargo operations at the three regional airports and
discuss the evolution of Stewart Aiport in Newburgh,
New York as a passenger and cargo facility. The Ste-
wart experience is instructive because the major prob-
lems that Stewart Airport faced in the 19805 are similar
to those facing other airports that attempt to establish



themselves as cargo hubs. That is, it is often difficult o
attract freight forwarders and to convince them to
route freight 10 locations other than major airports

where the bulk of freight, connecting carriers, and com-

peiition is Iocated. This would appear 10 be a crucial
test for a potential qir cargo facility at Calverton.

Part Three analyzes the potential for generating air cargo

in the New York Region and on Long Island. It projects
the volume of domestic and international air cargo for
the three regional airports — Kennedy, LaGuardia, and
Newark — through the year 2000. Given the fact that
Calverton’s location lends itself to infernational trade,
particularly with Europe, the region’s current export
commodities and export markets are analyzed in de-
tail. Long Island’s existing manufactwing base and that
of New York City, southwestern New England, and the
northern suburbs of Westchester, Rockland, Orange
and Putnam are then analyzed to pinpoint the geo-
graphic origins of the region’s dominant export com-
modities. This statistical analysis has been
supplemented by interviews with those Long Island
firms actively engaged in international frade. What fol-
lows is an assessment of the potential for generating air
freight for a possible cargo facility at Calverton Airport.

Part Four presents the resulfs of a survey guestionnaire sent

1o freight forwarders, customs brokers, integrated carri-
ers and major airflines that have all cargo operations.

Most of these providers operate out of Kennedy Airport.

The guestionnaire sought to ascerfain their general in-

ferest in utilizing potential air cargo facilities at Calver-
ton Airport. Air freight providers were also asked 1o
specify under what crcumstances they would consider
using such a facility. Part four also compares operating
costs at Long Island’s satellite cirports vis-a-vis compara-
ble costs at the region’s three major airports.

Part Five presents three alternate economic development

plans for the available acreage within the fence at Cal-
verton Airport. These scenaiios are based on an analy-
sis Of the types of facilities available at other cargo
airports and on Calverton’s unigue locational advan-
tages. They specify the types of facilities that could be
developed at Calverion Airport, the square footage as-
sociated with each of these facilities, the number of
jobs that are likely to be generated by each facility,
and the wage payments associated with those jobs.
Site plans are found in Part Four.

Part Six traces the impact of the foisgoing economic de-

velopment scenarios on the Long Island economy Us-
ing an input-output model of the Long Island economy,
it describes the indirect or muitiplier effects of these de-
velopment projects on overall Long island output, earn-
ings. and employment. The indirect impact has been
computed for both the construction phase and the per-
manent phase of operation. In order to cover all bases
and consider all possibilities, Part Six also computes the
economic impact of a compiete pullouf by the Grum-
man Corporation from the Calverton facility once its
lease expires.



PART ONE

The U.S. Air Cargo Industry

The growth of global markets coupled with changes in the
regulatory structure of the air freight industry resulied in the
exponential growth of oir cargo traffic. Service innovations
ond technological developments within the air freight In-
dustry itself also contributed to growth.

The Growth of Global Markets, Intemational Trade

International trade, which linked distant markets, has be-
come a major source of economic growth not only within
the United States but within forelgn countries as well. The
Word Bank estimates that in the 1980s, Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) increased at an average annual rate of 3%
in the industrialized nations while exports from those nations
grew al on average onnual rate of 4.8%. World exports
from ail countries grew at an averoge annual rate of 19%
between 1970 and 1990. In the past two decades, three
major trading blocs have developed: North America, the
European Community and East Asia. Expors and imports
now represent 21% of the American economy, up from 9%
in 1959

Several factors were responsible for the rapid growth of In-
ternafional trade. U.S. manufacturers, faced with increasing
domestic production costs, oufsowrced production fo
lower-cost locations, especially those in emerging Paclfic
Rim countries. Qutsourcing also facilitated the ability of U.S.
firms to penetfrate foreign markets. The net effect of out-
sourcing was to increase the volume of global alr frelght as
the foreign-made products of U.S. firms were shipped back
to the United States and to other major world markets.

Outsourcing was one response to growing world competi-
tion within manufacturing. U.5. manufacturing firms also at-
lempted to become more competitive through improved
customer service. particularly consistent on-time delivery to
customers around the word. In today’s competitive envi-
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ronment, on-time delivery often means delivery within forty-
eight hours. Manufacturing efficiency also requires just-in-
time delivery of raw materials and infermediate goods.
These inputs are often gathered from disparate locations
around the globe. On-time customer delivery and just-in-
fime inventory management often require air tfransporta-
tion. The cost of air transportation is particularly justified for
the high value added. low-bulk products such as electiical
equipment, Such products are becoming a growing share
of total manufacturing. Air cargo can often be economi-
cally justified even for lower value, high-bulk items such as
high-fashion apparel. This is because transportation by sea
entails higher interest costs, higher expenditures for ware-
housing and handling and greater obsolescence costs.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the United States ex-
ported 1.5 miillion metric tons of cargo by air during 1990.
This was equivalent to less than 1% of total metric tonnage
exported!. Nevertheless. air cargo was a significant mode
of fransportation for certain key commaodities notably phar-
maceuticals, printed books and newspapers, eiectrical ma-
chinery, dircraft and parts, spaceciaft, opfical and
photographic instuments, medical equipment, and works
of art. In 1990, more than 19,000 metric tons of pharmaceu-
ticals were exported by air from the United States. This was
equivalent to almost 21% of the total tonnage of pharma-
ceulicals exported. Almost 43.000 metic tons of printed
books and newspapers were exported by air in 1990, one-
third of the tonnage exported. More than half of all aircraft
and spacecraft exports utilized dir freight. More than 86,000
metric tons of optical, photographic and medical equip-
ment were exported by air in 1990, 43% of total tonnage ex-
ported in these commodities. Two-thirds of all works of art
exported from the United States utilized air freight.

When exports are expressed in terms of dollar amounts, the
share accounted for by air freight is even more impressive.
In 1990, $110.5 billion in U.S. exports was shipped by air. This
was equivalent to more than 28% of the total value of U.S.



exports for that year. It is noteworthy that 69% of the doliar
value of pharmaceutical exports, 33% of the dollar value of
printed books and newspapers exported, 56% of the dollar
vatue of electricat machinery exported. 70% of the dotlar
value of optical. photographic and medical instruments ex-
ported and 96% of the dollar value of exported works of art
was shipped by dir. These statistics are summarized in Table 2-1.

TABLE 2-1
Volume and Doliar Amount of Air Freight Exports,
by Commodity, 1990

Dok ://o of Tolal DZ; o!ATo!al
oflar 'olume ar
okar, Volumagf Dollr Amoy

Comymodity Volume' A

Organic Chemicals 34561 $2,142,030 04 184
Pharmaceulical Products 19,039 1865286 206 68.6
Misce¥aneous Chermicals 25,215 932,500 18 19.3
Plastics 54,386 765,324 1.4 6.9
Printed Books, Newspapers 428925 1,057,758  33.2 33.0
Nuclear Reacioss, Bosers 356,397 36,577,148 14.1 480
Electric Machinery 174,722 25190453 221 56.1
Vehicles, Excepl Railway 63,531 1,343 817 46 42
Aircrafi, Spacecraft 32873 8850338 508 290
Optical, Photographic,

Medical Equipment 86,155 12,285835  43.1 69.9
Asms and Ammunition 5,007 828,096 1.0 350
Works of Art 3078 4095013 627 96.4

Total 897,790 95933598 45 399
Total All Exports 1,532,785 110,471,345 0.4 28.1
Percent of Total 58.6% 86.8%

IMetric tons

2Thousands of dollars

SYotal volume includes melric tons shipped by air and waltar
“Total dollar amounts include value of shipments by air and water
Sousce.U.S. Bursau of the Census

Export volumes are expected to increase during the 1990s
and air cargo traffic is expected to account for a larger
share of international flows, particularly for high-value tech-
nological products.

Air freight also plays a significant role in U.S. imports. Almaost
1.7 million metric tons valued ot $90.9 billion were imported
by air in 1990. Air freight was pariicularly significant tor im-
ports of organic chemicals, pharmaceuticals, electrical
machinery, opfical. photographic and medical equipment,
ctocks and watches and works of art In 1990, for example.
75% of all clocks. watches and pharmaceutical products
imported into the United States were shipped by air. These
findings are summarized in Table 2-2.

TABLE 2.2
Volume and Dollar Amount of Air Freight Imports,
by Commedity, 1980

% of Total % of Total
Doftay Volume 3! DoﬂarAmoqm

Commodity Volums' Amoun Impoits® __of Imports
Organic Chemicals 14,776 $2,07359 04 259
Prarmmaceutical Products 8967 1,182,652 19.9 754
Leather Praducts 27.718 1,056,961 87 257
Appare} 265408  7,057052 205 307
Footwear 68,723 1343152 83 140
Tools, Cutllery 11,053 510,176 45 26.1
Nuclear Reaclors, Bosers 233,102 20,707,061 57 31.1
Electric Machinery 182,940 19,982,775 81 34.4
Vehicles, Except Railway 44459 768,348 06 1.0
Aircraft, Spacecraft 6,994 1,692,049  31.2 26.5
Optical, Photographic,

Medical Equipmentl 68,469 6336580  20.9 47.7
Clocks and Walches 6,044 1,329,523 20.7 754
Toys, Games and Sporting 26,748 692,074 28 82
Goods
Works of Art 4369 . 1987260 255 859

Total 969762 66,719.254 46 239
Total Allimports 1,665,133 90,911,717 03 184
__Percent of Jotal 58.2% 734%
"Metric tons

2Thousands of dollars

3otal volume includes metric tons shippsed by air and waler
4Yotal dollar amounts include valus of shipments by air and wates
Source:U.S. Bureau of the Census



Regulatory Changes: The Impact of Deregulation on the Air Cargo
Industry

The U.S. commescial air-cargo industry was regulated by
the Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB)Y until 1977 On Noveraber
9, 1977, passage of Public Law 95-163 deregulated the air
corgo industty, The law eliminated CAB restrictions for ali
componies engaged In qit cargo operations within the
United Stotes. it permitted unrestrained entry by new op-
erators, complete pricing freedom, new service innovations
and vertical integration. Verfical integration allowed freignt
forwarders to own and operate their own dairlines.

THE INDUSTRY BEFORE DEREGULATION. Prior to the 1950, all-
cargo carriers dominated the air cargo business. During the
1950s, large passenger/combination carriers entered the
business. They obtained fleets of freighter or quick change
aircroft and provided significant competition for U.S. all-
cargo airlines. The combination carriers had greater finan-
cial strength than the all-cargo ailines because they were
able to cross-subsidize between their passenger and cargo
operations. They also offered day and night service be-
cause they were able to combine the schedules and ca-
pacity of their passenger aircraft and freight operations.

Air freight forwarders such as Airfborne, Emery, and UPS
were another major element of the air freight industry. They
marketed. assembled and consolidated air cargo. pro-
vided pick-up and delivery service. and were responsible
for the entire shipment from point of origin to polnt of desti-
nation. However, they did not fly their own planes. The
freight forwarders utilized both the all cargo alrines and the
combination carriers for the line-haul portion of the trip. In
1970, there were approximately 250 cerificated U.S. air
freight forwarders. The ten largest accounted for more than
50% of total forwarder traffic,

The all-cargo operations of U.S. domestic airlines consis-
tently lost money during the early-to-mid-1970s. Their com-
petitive position was adversely affected by the artfificially
low domestic freight rates set by the CAB and by the sharp
increases in fuel prices caused by the Arab oil boycott of
1973-74. Moreover, the growing use of wide-body possen-
ger aircraft, which contained significant belly cargo ca-
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pacity, caused overcapacity within the industry. Revenue
losses led to o 50% decline in domestic all cargo service.
Freight forwarders could no longer obtain the necessary
volume of overnight lift and decided o provide their own
dedicated lift capacity. Deregulation made this possible.

THE INDUSTRY AFTER DEREGULATION. After deregulation, the
small package express market came 1o be dominated by
the integrated air express cairiers. In 1990, the five largest
integrated air express carriers were Aitborne  Express.
Burlington Air Express. CV/Emery Wordwide. Federal Ex-
press, and UPS. The integrated air carriers started with the
overnight delivery of envelopes and letters and moved on
1o small package shipments and even larger shipments. In
1973, Federal express became the first integrated air carrier.
Unlike thelr predecessors, the integrated carriers no longer
depend on forwarders, consolidators, or other third parties
to provide their traffic. They offer on-call pick-up service,
Saturday service; residential coverage, money-back guar-
antees and automatead billing. They make extensive use of
Electronic Dafa interchange (EDV). For example, Federal Ex-
press has a highly-integrated communications system that
links flight operations, ground services, customer services
and shipment tracing. This system maokes it possible to re-
route planes and fo determine the status of each package
within seconds. Much of the recent expansion of the U.S.
freighter fleet reflects the expansion of the integrated alr
express segment of the industry, The existence of such serv-
ices has helped to foster economic growth in small, for-
merly-rural  communities. For example, high-technology
manufacturing plants have been able fo relocate to rural
areas with lower production costs precisely because of the
availabiiity of regular express transportation.

Passenger airflines continue to dominate the alrport-to-air-
port movement of large shipments. Approximately 60% of
all air cargo is carried as belly cargo on scheduled airlines.
However, domestic revenue ton-miles flown by these air-
lines have declined by more than 10% since 1977 while in-
ternational ton miles flown have increased by more
than 50%.



Table 2-3 summarizes recent frends in the U.S. airline freight
traffic. In the domestic market. the express carriers experi-
enced the fastest growth during the 1980-88 period, more
than 35% annudlly. The entire domestic market expanded
at an average annual rate of about 8%. In terms of reve-
nue ton miles, the international market expanded at an av-
erage rate of 9% annually during the 1980-88 period. The
revenue ton miles of charter ailings serving the interna-
tional market expanded at an average annual rate of
more than 11% during this period.

TABLE 2-3
Changes in Revenue Ton Miles Flown by U.S. Airlines, 1980-88
(Millions)
——YEAR———
Domestic Revenue Ton Miles <980 1988 Avg:zg; afli.'nnual
Scheduled Airlines 3,273 3,660 +14
Charter Airines 291 251 -18
Express Carders 312 3543 +35.5
| Total 3876 7453  +85% |
Internationat Revenue Ton Miles
Scheduled Airtines 2 466 4,788 +86
Chader Ajrlipes 508 1191 +11.2
[ Total 2,974 5979 391% |
Domasstic and International
Scheduled Airlines 5,739 8,447 +50
Charter Aiflines 799 1,442 +717
ress Carriers 312 3542 +355

I Tota! 6.850 13432 +88% |

Source: Boeing, World Air Cargo Forecast

U.S. carriers currently face stiff competition in the market for
international air cargo. Air Canada, KLM, Lufthansa, Japan
Air Lines and Korean Air Lines have expanded their all
cargo and combination fieets. As a result, the share of air
cargo traffic to and from the United Siates caried by U.S.
airlines declined from 42% to 31% between 1975 and 1986.
Of the top ten freight carriers in 1989, seven were foreign

flag carriers. Several foreign carriers have opened major
new cargo termingls ar U.S. airports.

In 1990, twenty-five airlines cairied 80% of world air cargo.
Only four of them were all cargo airlines. Two of these —
Federal Express and UPS — are based in the United States.
In 1990, the three largest cargo fieets were operated by
Federal Express (259 planes), Aeroftot (251 pianes) and UPS
(135 planes). These three carmers flew over 80% of the
cargo planes operated by the top twenty-five cargo-carry-
ing airlines.

According to the U.S. Department of Transportation, which
analyzed recent changes in the international air cargo
rmarket, U.S. carriers remain strong in many internationa
markets, but have not participated in market growth 1o
the same extent as their foreign competitors For exam-
ple, in 1975, U.S. carriers transported 21% of the world’s
ait cargo. Ten years later, they carried only 14%.2

This decline reflects the aggressive development of air
freight services by other countries whose economies have
been growing faster than ours. With the exception of North-
west Airlines, most foreign competiiors have emphasized
freight revenues to a greater extent than U.S. combination
carriers. On average, foreign airfines earn more than three
times as much from freight as their U.S. counterparts.

The U.S. Department of Transportation has identified several
constraints on U.S. air cargo operations. They note that a
principal factor behind the declining U.S. share of globai air
cargo is the withdrawal of freighter capacity by U.S. carriers
without any compensating increase in scheduled combi-
nation carrier service.

The net result is that U.S. cargo carriers are facing more in-
tense international competition just as international trade is
becoming a more significant component of the U.S. econ-
omy. Given this situation, the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation has concluded that:

....Advancing air cargo policy goais has taken or in-
creased importance.

A competitive air cargo industry has widespread ramifica-
tions. For example, there is a symbiosis between expanded



air frelght operations and such urbon development pro-
jects as duty-free foreign frade and manufacturing zones.
The availabllity of International freight capacity is a key ele-
ment in attracting community investment. An efficient,
competitive air freight industry promotes U.S. frade and
generates jobs. The availability of a viabie charter cargo in-
dustry serves U.S. national security goals because It gives
the United States added capability to respond quickly to
emergency situations around the world.

These considerations suggest that any developments that
strengthen the U.S. aii cargo industry would be a positive
development not only in terms of regional economic inter-
ests but also in ferms of national interests.

Recent Technological Developments

Technotogical innovations that led to rapid increases in the
effective payload copacity of freighter qircraft were also
responsible for the rapid growth of aqir cargo fraffic. Boeing
developed the B757-200F agircraft to replace the B707 ond
the B727 aircraft. It is suitable for medium and long-range
flights in domestic oand international markets and has an ef-
fective payload of 75,000 pounds.

in 1993 the first Boeing B747-400F will enter service. It has @
payload capacity of 245,000 pounds and Is designed to re-
place the B747-200F.

The European airplane production consortium, Airbus Indus-
trie, has developed all cargo and convertible versions of ifs
A300-600 aircraft, it s a two-engine plane with a moximum
payload capacity of 110,000 pounds.

The cargo plones with the highest payload capacities are
the AN-124 and the AN-225 which were designed by Rus-
sia’s Antonov Design Bureau. The AN-124 carries a maxi-
mum payload of 330,690 pounds over a range of 3,975
miles. The AN-225 carries a poyload of up to 551,150
pounds over 2,800 miles.

In the last two decades. the moximum payload capacity
of freighter aircraft has more than doubled.
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The Future of the Air Cargo Industry

H is anticipated that during the 1990s. world air cargo wilt
grow af a 6.7% average annudl rate. The U.S. domestic
market, which currently generates $22 billion annually in
shipments and which accounts for 20% of global air cargo,
is expected to double by 19953 Asian markets are ex-
pected to grow by as much as 8.5% annually. Infra-Euro-
pean markets are expected to grow by 5.5% annually,

Alrcraft capacity will probably keep pace with demand.
The world’s freighter fleet is expected to grow from 778 in
1990 to 1,652 in the year 2005. The air cargo industry cur-
rently has significant overcapacity. Unused belly and com-
bination cargo capacity currently averages between 40%
and 50%. By the time current capacity is reached, it is an-
fictpated that new aircraft will be on line and ready 1o ab-
sort additional growth.

In the future, domestic ond Intemational carrers will pro-
vide the full range of air cargo services. These include:

« Domestic Air Caorgo Service - Air cargo service to and
from U.S. girports,

« Infernational Air Cargo Service - Air cargo service to
and from airports wosldwide.

« Counter-to-Counter Service - Same day or next day
service by passenger air carrers. Delivery and pick-up
of cargo is done at passenger check-in counters.

«  Overnight Packages/Envelopes - Next day defivery of
small packages and envelopes, a service offered by in-
tegrated air carriers such as Federal Express.

«  Overnight Freight - Next-day delivery of heavy freight, a
service offered by integrated air cariiers, passenger cir
carriers, and all-cargo carriers.

» Deferred Packages - Second-day or iater economy de-
livery service for small packages and envelopes, a serv-
ice offered by.imegraﬁed Qir carriers, passenger air
carriers, and all-cargo carriers.

- Deferred Freight - Second-day or later economy deliv-
ery sewice, a sewice offered by all-cargo carriers, pos-
senger air cariers and some integrated air carriers.



- On-Demana Air Taxi- A chariered airciaft service for ail
‘types of freight using a dedicated aircraft operating on
demand in response to a customer’s schedule.

The Case For Separate Regional Air Cargo Centers: Facilities Required

Airport congestion is a major problem. Ailline deregulation
has culminated in a bcom in airline passenger traffic which
is straining airport capacity. Major metiopolitan airports,
which seive as connecting points or hubs for converging
traffic routes, have borne the brunt of this growth in de-
mand. The FAA estimates that twenty-one major airports
now experience severe chronic delays in operations as a
result of traffic congestion. An estimated forty-seven air-
poits could experience such congestion by the year 2000.
Moreover, delays at major airports ripple outward 1o secon-
dary airports, whose flights connect to these hubs, so that
the entire air fransportation network is impacted.

Congestion and delay could be ametiorated by using existing
airport facilifies more efficiently. Another option is to develop
regional air cargo airports. This concept has gained adher-
ents because integrated, small-package express cartiers
have been successful in relocating their operations to smaflier,
less congested dirports. The integrated cariers were success-
ful in this endeavor because they have a self-feeding net-
work of door-to-door pickup and delivery services.
Therefore, they are not as dependent on any one location as
the traditional air cargo operators. The latter inferact with the
shippers, forwarders, brokers. and consolidators at major met-
ropolitan airports. Their operations would be less efficient if
any part of the operation were moved to another location.

The following arguments have been made in favor of sepa-
rate gir cargo centers:

« They would free up airport capacity at mgjor hub air-
ports. All cargo operations are separate from passen-
ger operations so that they could be moved fo a
less-congested aipon This would free up take-off and
landing faciities, valuable ramp space, and runway
time at major hub airports for passenger aircraft. More-
over, cargo warehouses and handling facilities would
no longer occupy potential passenger terminal space.
In addition, since general aviation operations can eas-
ily coexist with all-cargo operations, separate cargo air-
ports could siphon off general aviation aircraft thereby

freeing up stots at Major hub airports for use by PQssel -
ger air carriers. The other side of ihe coin is that more
than half of all air cargo is carried in the baggage holds
of scheduled dirlines. It would be difficull and inetficient
1o separate cargo from passenger operations for this
segment of the air cargo industry.

« Separate cargo airports could also encowage eco-
nomic devetopment Inrecent years, there has been
growing infegration of air cargo transportation with
manufactuing and distiibution operations. Efficiency is
sarved when all three functions are consolidated af a
single location. Thus, a separate air cargo facility can
function as a stimulus for local economic developmeri.
Such a facility would be paricularty attractive to indus-
ties that are related to the aviation industry, industries
that utiize just-in-time inventory control systems or industries
that import or expon perishable goods 1o overseas markets.

In order to support a regional air-cargo center, an airport
must provide certain basic facilities. Since international op-
erations will be a growing segment of the air cargo market,
any potential cargo airport must have runways that are
10,000 to 12,000 feet long and 150 feet wide. These runways
must be strong enough to support the take-off of a fuliy-
loaded freighter on a long-haul, non-stop intercontinental
flight. Runways and taxiways must be able to support very
heavy aircraft. For example, Boeing's 747-400F freighter, its
newest cargo plane, has ¢ maximum fakeoff weight of
870.000 pounds.

A regional air-cargo airport must provide continuing, reli-
able operations during poor weather conditions. The facili-
fies needed to assure such operatfions are an air traffic
control tower, an airport surveillance radar, an appropriaie
instrument landing system and associated landing lights.

The dirport must also have the apron space and cargo
buildings to accommodate the cargo operators, customs
service, brokers and freight forwarders. ldeally, it should
have convenient access to highway and rail transporta-
tion. Modetn high-capacity telephone trunking and switch-
ing systems are needed as are enviironmenially-approved
waste-disposal systems and adequate electric power ond
water for current and future needs. An adequate lobor
force containing at least semi-skilled waorkers is also needed.



PART TWO

The Aviation and Air Cargo Industry in the
New York Region

The Aviation Industry The aviation industry is defined as
those regional economic activities directly related fo the
movement of passengers or cargo by air. This Includes on-
airport activities, such as the operation of domestic and for-
eign airlines, as well as off-airport activities such as air travel
agencies, passenger and cargo transportation, and other
trade-related services. In a December, 1991 study, the Port
Authority of New York and New Jersey estimated that the
aviation Industry generated economic activity valued ot
§22.2 billion in 1990 dollars within the seventeen-county
New York Metropolitan Region.4 In 1990, the aviation indus-
try generated 243,700 regional jobs of which 143,300 were
directly related to the industry. Of these direct jobs, 63.600
or 44% of the total, were located at one of the region’s
three mgjor regional airports — Kennedy, LaGuardia or
Newark — and 79,700 were off-airport jobs. In 1990, the
aviation industry injected $6.6 billion into the region’s econ-
omy in the form of wages and salaries. The aviation indusity
accounted for 3.2% of the region’s Gross Regional Product
in 1990. The direct, indirect and induced job and wage im-
pacts of the aviation industry are summarized in Table 2-4.

Of the three reglonal alrports, Kennedy Alrport had the
greatest economic impact. Of the 243,700 jobs generated
by the aviation industry, 173,100 or 71% of the total were as-
sociated with Kennedy Airport. Newark Airport accounted
for 16% of the total employment impact and LaGuardia for
13%. The contribution of each of these airports to the re-
gion’s economy Is summarized in Table 2-5.

The Port Authority study was confined to their three regional
aiiports — Kennedy, Newark and La Guardia. Studies
funded by the New York State Department of Transporta-
tion and performed by Wilbur Smith Associates show that
Long Islond’s airports — Republic, Long Islond MocArthur,
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TABLE 24

The Direct, Indirect and Induced Job and Wage Impacts of the
Aviation Industry In the New York Metropolitan Region, 1990

Wages & Salaries
Jobs __ ($Milfions)
Direct Impact

On and Off Airport 143,300 $4,400

indiract and Induced Impacts
Eating and Drinking Places 20,700 229
Business Services 19,500 399
Wholesale and Relail Trade 18,200 283
Health and Medical Services 9,300 176
Other Transportation 6,300 166
fFinance and Insurance 5,300 144
Hotel and Personal Services 4,200 48
Communications (Except Radio & TV) 3,200 492
Operalions and Maintenance 2,800 83
Real Estate and Renial 2,900 49
Other 7,800 131
Subtotal 100,400 2,200
Total 243,700 6,600

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey

TABLE 2-5

The Contribution of Kennedy, Newark, and LaGuardia Alrports
to the New York Region’s Economy, 1990

No.ofJobs  Regional Sales Wages & Salaries

Aiport Ganerated Bittions) {$ Bilfons)
Kennedy 173,100 $158 $48
Newark 39,200 35 10
{aGuardia 31,400 29 08

Total 243,700 202 66 |

Source: Port Autharity of New York and New Jersey



Brookhaven, East Hampton ang Suffolk County — have a
substantial impact upon the Long Island economy. In 1990,
these five airports generated $716.5 million in direct and in-
direct economic impacts.

Long lIsland MacArthur Airport, owned by the Town of Islip.
had by far, the greatest impact on the Long Island econ-
omy It is a full service airport offering airline and charter
passenger services, passenger terminal services, corporate
and other general aviation flying. and aircraft mainte-
nance and storage facilities. The cirport was serviced by six
airlines in 1990 and served an estimated 845000 passen-
gers. Approximately 365 aircraft were based at the airport.
The airport accommaodated 124,391 takeoffs and landings
in 1990 of which 104,463 represented general aviation op-
erations. In 1990, Long Isiand MacArthur Airport generated
almost $610 million annually for Islip and surrounding Long
Istand. Of this amount. $135.4 million was in the form of on-
airport impacts. This included $124.6 million in air fransporta-
tion revenues, $7.1 milion in airpori-based auto renfal
business and $3.0 million in building construction. The airport
generated an additional $189.92 milion in off-airport busi-
ness. This included $58.1 million in lodging revenues, $49.0
milion in food and beverage sales, $22.2 milion in retai
sales, $15.0 million in entertainment revenues and $13.1 mil
lion in ground transportation revenues. Virfually ol Long
Island industries benefitted by providing goods and services
to the airport. In 1990, the transportation industry provided
almost $182 million in goods and services to the airport. The
business services industry received $31.5 mitlion in revenues
-as a result of girport operations. The cirport was responsible
for an estimated 8.609 jobs within the.Long Istand economy
of which 2,091 were located at the airport itself. These jobs
generated almost $179 million in salaries, which was
equivalent to an average annual salary of about $20,782.

Republic Airport had the second most significant impact on
the Long Island economy. The airport, owned by New York
State. is a general aviation airport which offers both corpo-
rate and private aviation. In 1990 the qirport generated
on-airport business of $31.1 milion and off-airport business
of almost $8.2 milion. The ripple effect of these impacts
brought the toral annual impact of the airport 1o almost
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$72 milion. The airport generated an estimaied 883 Long
Island jobs which in turn generated an annual payroll of
more than $20 million.

The economic impact of Long Island’s five cirporls as of
1990 is summarized in Table 2-6.

TABLE 2-6
The Economic Impact of Long Island’s Airports, 1990
($ Thousands)

. On-Afsport Off-Aiport Related Annwal
Aiport Impacts {mp I
Republic $31,149 $9,158 $32,683 $71.890
Long Island MacArthur 135,362 189,820 281,143 606,425
Brookhaven 2,256 1,234 3,014 6,504
East Hamplon 4,901 7817 11,359 24,077
Suffolk County 2315 1,727 3,425 7,467
| Total 08856 331624 716463 ]

Source:Wilbur Smith Associates

The Air Cargo Industry

The air cargoe industry encompasses a broad array of facili-
ties and services including ground support services, lift ca-
pacity, warehousing facilifies. customs clearance and
brokerage services. Approximately 1.9 million tons of air
cargo valued at $90 billion passed through the Port Author-
ity’s three regional dirports in 1990. The Port Authority esti-
mates that air cargo activities account for almost 40% of
the aviation industry’s total impact on the New York Metro-
politan Region. As of 1990, the. air cargo indusiry was re-
sponsible for 97,960 regional jobs, $8.5 billion in regional
sales. and $2.7 billion in regional wages and salaries. Ap-
proximately 57.890 jobs were directly related to the air
cargo industry- These jobs generated $1.9 billion in wages
and salaries. The regional economic impact of the air
cargo industry is summarized in Table 2-7.

Some air cargo activities occur at the three regional air-
poits. These include cargo handiing, freight forwarding and
warehousing. Collectively, such on-airport activities were
responsible for almost $1.0 billion in fotal sales, $400 million



. TABLE 2-7
The Economic Impact of the Air Cargo Industry on theNew York
Metropolitan Region, 1990

Direct { ndirect Total

impagt impact Impact
Sales ($ Billions) $54 $3.1 $8.5
Wages & Salaries ($ Bilfions) 19 08 27
Employment 57890 40,070 97 960

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey

in wages and salaries and almost 12,000 jobs in 1990. A
number of related activities such as frucking, wholesaling
and distribution of corgo and warehousing occur off-qir-
port. These off-alrport activities together with their indirect
and induced effects accounted for aimaost 0% of the eco-
nomic impact of the air cargo industry in the New York Met-
ropolitan Region. This franslates into $7.6 billion in sales, §2.3
bition in wages and salaries, and 86,260 jobs.

AIR CARGQO TONNAGE: RELATIVE RANKING.  Of the top fif-
teen U.S. cargo dirports, Kennedy Alrport ranked first in 1990
in terms of tonnage handled. The dirport hgndled more
than 1.45 million short tons of revenue cargo” in 1990. Los
Angeles International Alrport, which handled 1.28 million
short tons, ranked second. Newark Intemational Airport,
which handled almost 557 thousand short tons ranked tenth.
LoGuordia Alport was not one of the fop fiffteen cargo arports.
These resulls are summarized in Table 2-8.

AIR REVENUE FREIGHT: A HISTORKC AL PERSPECTIVE. In the
aggregate, the three regional dirports handled almost 1.9
million short tons of revenue freight in 1990, a 41% increase
when compared with the more than 1.34 million short tons
handled in 1977. The volume of revenue freight hondled by
Kennedy Almort increased from 1.19 million short tons in
1977 to 1.33 million in 1990, a 12% increase. LaGuardio,
which had the smallest air freight operation of the three re-
gional airports, experienced an increase in tonnage from
48.9 thousand short tons in 1977 to almost 70.8 thousand In
1990, This was equivalent to a gain of 45%. Newark Aimport
was characterized by the fastest growth of air freight of the
three regional airports. Its tonnage increased from 108.7

2-11

TABLE 2-8
The Top Fifteen U.S. Airports Ranked by Revenue Cargo, 1980

Rever;tse ggargo,

Airport [ ocation {Short Tons) Rank
Kennedy intemational New York, NY 1,458,053 1
Los Angeles Intemational Los Angeles, CA 1,283,748 2
QHare Chicago, iL 1,087,314 3
Miami [nternational Miami, FL 1,065,020 4
Standiford Field Louisvile, KY 844,138 5
Harislield Atlanta International  Atlanta, GA 672,716 6
San Francisco International San Francisco, CA 623,807 7
DFW International Dallas-Ft. Worth, TX 613,537 8
Dayton Intemalional Daylon, OH 607,647 9
Newark intemational Newark, NJ 556,758 10
Philadeiphia Intemational Philadelphia, PA 444 836 11
Honokilu Intemational Honolui, HI 413141 12
Boston-Logan Intemational Boston, MA 401 431 13
Baer Fiek . Fort Wayne, IN 374,255 14
Indianapolis Intemational Indianapolis, IN 337,330 15

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey

thousand short tons in 1977 to 495.4 thousand in 1990. Thus,
Newoaork handied 4.6 fimes as much fonnage in 1990 as it
gid in 1977.

During this period, international shipments accounted for
most of the growth in revenue freight tonnage handled by
the three qirports. Infernational tonnage handled at these
qirports increased from 664.8 thousand short tons in 1977 to
1.0 million in 1990, a gain of olmost 51%. At the same time,
domestic tonnage increased from 683.9 short tons to 896.1
short tons, a gain of only 31%. Whereas domestic tonnage
handled by the region’s dgirports exceeded international
tonnage handled by 3% in 1977, international tonnage ex-
ceeded domestic tonnage by 12% as of 1990.

Kennedy Airport lost ground in terms of domestic air freight
during the 1977-90 period. The volume of domestic freight
handled by Kennedy declined from 527.6 thousand short
tons to 392.7 thousand short tons between 1977 and 1990, o
drop of about 25%. This decline was more than offsef by an



increase in internationat air freight handled at Kennedy.
Kennedy's volume of international shipments increased
from 663.5 thousand short tons in 1977 to 938.5 thousand
short tons in 1990, an increase of 41%. Both domestic and
international revenue freight increased at Newark and
LaGuardia Airports during the 1977-90 period.

The region’s revenue freight shipments for the 1977-90 pe-
riod are summarized in Table 2-9. The findings attest to the
important role of the New York Metiopolitan Region in do-
mestic commerce and its increasingly pivotal role in inter-
national commerce.

EXPORTS AND IMPORTS, BY COMMODITY.  Given the grow-
ing importance of international air freight, it is useful to de-
termine which commodifies dominate exports and imports
shipped by air to and from the New Yotk Custom’s Cistrict and
how air freight thiough the New York Custom’s District relates to
total U.S. air freight.

In 1990, exparts fotaling 405,094 metric tons were shipped
by air through the New York Custom’s District. These exporis
were valued at more than $36.5 billion. The New York Cus-
tom’s District accounted for more than 26% of the total ton-
nage expoited by air from the United States in 1990. The
New York Custorn’s District accounied for one-third of the
dollar value of total U.S. air exports in 1990.

Several commodities dominated air exports through the
New York Custom’s District. These included:

« organic and other chemicals

« pharmaceutical products

+ plastics

- fish and other crustaceans

« paper and poperboord

« printed books and newspapers

+  appaiel

« electrical machinery

. opticdl. photographic and medical equipment

Air freight accounted for at least 30% of total tonnage ex-
ported through the New York Custom’s District for each of
the following commodities: fish, pharmaceuticals. printed
books and newspapers, apparel, electical machinery, air-
craft and spacecraft, and opftical, photographic and
medical equipment, Air freight accounfed for at least
three-quarters of the total dollar value of exports through
the New York Custom’s District for pharmaceuticals, printed
books and newspapers, nuclear reactors and boiless, elec-
trical machinery, aircraft and spacecraft and opiical, pho-
tographic, and medical equipment. Approximately 72% of
the fotal dollar value of 1990 exports through the New York
Custom’s District was shipped by air. These findings are sum-
mairized in Table 2-10.

In 1990, imports totalling 529.325 metic fons entered the
New York Custom’s Distiict by air. These imports were val-

TABLE 2-9
Revenue Freight, by Airport, 1977-90, The New York Metropolitan Region
(Shart Tons)

. DOMESTIC FREIGHT. INTERNATIONAL FREIGHT. TOTAL FREIGHT
Year JFK Newark LaGuardia JFK Newark LaGuardia JFK Newark LaGuargia
1977 527,584 107,392 48,936 663,499 1,281 — 1,191,083 108,673 48,936
1980 456,592 105,749 35,257 713,223 1,418 — 1,169,815 107,167 35,257
1985 296,373 260,109 53,573 783,981 14,007 520 1,080,354 274,116 54,083
1990 382,730 435,538 67,851 938,452 59,869 2,941 1,331,182 495,407 70,792

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey



TABLE 2-10
Volume and DoRar Amount of Exports Shipped by Air Through
the New York Custom’s District, 1590

by Commoedity
%of Total % of Total
Commodiy Volurne' A%f? ngg:o;sgf Dg;lafrxgonggm
Fish, Crustaceans 11,110 $73032 317 558
Organic Chemicals 1,411 945378 7.8 677
Phamaceutical Products 6,001 709,807 437 83.1
Miscellansous Chemicals 6,988 218,947 71 413
Plastics 16,938 293369 54 269
Paper and Paperboard 12,682 40,792 10.2 16.6
Printed Books, Newspapers 14,093 539460  33.2 75.0
Apparel 6,693 186642  47.2 64.1
Nuclear Reactors, Bolers 91919 10,516,391 2786 774
Electrical Machinery 51576 5836037 37.0 859
Vehicles, Except Railroad 7,723 248,126 6.0 17.9
Aircraft, Spacecralt 10517 2,736,187 64.2 88.9
Optical, Photographic,
Medical Equipment 25995 3492333 436 81.1
Total 273646 25836601 167 752
Total Exports-NY 405094 36473219 55 716
Total Exports-US 1532785 110471345
NYAUS 26.4% 33.0%

'Metric tons

2Yhousands of doflars

3Tolal volume includes metric tons shipped by air and water
*Total doltar amounts include value of shipments by air and watas
Source: Port Authority of New Yotk and New Jersey

ued at more than $30.8 bilion. The New York Customs Dis-
tict cccounted for almost 32% of the total tonnage of U.S.
imports shipped by air in 1990. The District accounted for almost
34% of the doflar value of U.S. iImports shipped by air in 1990.

The following commodity groups dominated U.S. imports
shipped by air through the District In 1990:

« fish anc vegetables,

. organic chemicals,
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+ plostics,

« leather,

« apparel and footwear,

- printed books and newspaopers,

« nuclear ieactors, bollers,

« electical machinery,

« vehicles,

- optical. photographic, medical equipment
« toys, games, sporting equipment

Alr freight accounted for at least one-quarter of the total
tonnage imported through the New Yotk Custom’s District
in each of the following cormmodities: leather, printed
books and newspapers, apparel, footwear and optical,
photographic and medical equipment. Air freight ac-
counted for ot least 40% of the total dollar value of imports
through the New York Custom’s District for each of the fol-
lowing commodities: organic chemicals, leather, apparel,
footwear, nuclear reactors, boilers, electrlcal machinery
and optical, photographic and medical equipment. Ap-
proximately 47% of the dollar value of 1990 imports through
the New York Custom’s District was shipped by air. These
findings are summaiized in Table 2-11.

EXPORTS BY DESTINATION, IMPORTS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN.  In
evaluating the role of international trade within the New
York region’s economy. it Is useful to identify the destina-
flons of exports that flow through the New York Custom'’s
District and the geographic origins of imports that enter the
United States through the New York Custom’s District.

In 1990, 55% of all export tonnage leaving the New York
Customn’s Disfrict by all modes went to Europe, 33% went to
Asia, 7% to Latin America and the remaining 5% to other
destinations. Asian markefs were more significant in 1990
thon in 1985. For example, in 1985, Eurcpe accounted for
57% of total export tonnage moving through the New York
Custom’s District, Asian countiies for 28%, Latin American
countries for 9% and other destinations for the remaining 6%.



TABLE 2-11
Volume and Dollar Amount of Imports Shipped by Air Through
the New York Custom’s District, 1980

In 1990, approximaiely 51% of all import fonnage winving
through the New York Custom’s District carme from Europe,
40% from Asia, 8% from Latin America, and 1% from other

by Commodity - _ areas. Imporis from Asia became more significant during
% of Tolali 7 of Tola the 1985-90 period. In 1985, for example, Europe was the
Commodity Volyme' 4,1‘,[3,%’;,3,:# Vf%q Dﬁ‘,’%g’:ﬁ"‘ place of origin for 55% of the tonnage imported through
Fish, Crustaceans 21,628 $103972 177 18.0 the New York Custom’s District and Asian countiies were re-
Vegetableg 16,828 26642 239 289 sponsible for only 35% of the total. These findings are sum-
Organic Chemicals 7615 1,022,482 1.6 44.0 marized in Table 2-12.
E;sl:zsr :2;22 15-7,3;82 22:3 égi The Port Authority’s Office of Business Development has
Prinied Books, Newspapers 17223 165608 249 371 compiled information about the counfries of origin and
Apparel 128431 3842865 497 675 destination for airborne imports and exports. In 1990, Gei-
Footwear 29015 781820 252 423 many was New York's leading source of airborne imports. if-
Nuclear Reaclors, Bollers 51977 3256377 142 475 aly ranked second. the United Kingdom third. Japan fourth,
Electrical Machinery 37082 2650622 179 60.0 and Hong Kong fifth. In 1990, Japan was the principal desti-
Vehicles, except Railway 8,025 141613 19 35 nation for airborne exports through the Port of New York.
Optical, Pholographic, The United Kingdom was a close second followed by Ger-
" I\Sflegncal qu'pﬂﬁm 26695 2406501 404 738 many. france. and italy . These findings are shown in Table 2-13.
, Games,
yEquipment Poring 6,851 162,053 6.5 216 THE ISSUE OF CONGESTION AT NEW YORK REGIONAL AIRPORTS.  In
Total 379939 15306703 142 473 o_fder fo'evotucte the need for and fhe feos_idlify of are-
Total Imports-NY 529,325 30,830,962 1.2 465 gional air cargo center at Colvet‘rop Airport, it is necessary
Total Imports-US 1665133 90811717 to determine whefher all-cargo ﬂlght_s Currenﬂy impinge
NYMUS 31.8% 43 9% upon passenger flights at the three regional airports — Ken-
; nedy. LaGuardia, and Newark, to what extent all-cargo
zMetﬂ'C tons flights are causing operational delays at these airports, and
3122::9:;?:; 2'5 :;'f;'; metric tons shipped by air snd water to what extent the physical infrastructure at these airports
4Total dollar amounts include valua of shipmants by air and water can handie eX'ST'ng cargo operohons.
Source: Post Authority of New York and New Jarsey
TABLE 2-12
Revenue Freight Flowing Through the New York Custom’s District, 1985, 1990 (In Short Tons)
Place of Origin Percent Percent Destination Percent Percent
of Imports 1985  Distribution 1890  Dijstribution of Exports 1985 Distribution 1990  Distribution
Europe 351,000 54.8 296,000 50.8 Europe 163,000 57.0 246,000 55.0
Asia 222,000 347 232,000 398 Asia 80,000 28.0 146,000 327
Latin America 56,000 8.8 48,000 8.2 Latin America 27,000 94 32,000 7.2
Other 11,000 1.7 7,000 1.2 Other 16,000 56 23,000 51
| Tota) 640,000 100.0 583,000 1000 Total 286,000  100.0 447,000 1000

Source: Porl Authority of New York and New Jersey



TABLE 2-13
The Port of New York’s Leading Sources of Airborne Imports
and L eading Markets for Airborne Exports, 1930
(in Long Tons)

SOURCES OF IMPORTS MARKETS FOR EXPORTS
_Rank_ _____County_ __ Tonnage BRank Gountry Topnage
t Germany 53,103 1 Japan 49,923
2 laly 41728 2 Uniled Kingdom 48,161
3 United Kingdom 35,934 & Germany 32,278
4 Japan 33,663 4 France 30,634
5  Hong Kong 26,850 5  ltaly 24,262
6 India 26,108 6  Netherlands 16,093
7 France 26,029 7 Brazi 14,433
8  Korea 22,523 8 Korea 13,405

¢ Peaple's §  Belgiumé&

Republic of China 22,256 Luxembourg 11,468
10 Tawan 21,864 10 Swilzerland 10,869
1 Netherands 21,54 1% Israel 10,748
12 Switzedand 16,570 12 Spain 9,588
13 Brazi 13,579 13 Singapore 9,484
14 Jsrael 10,749 4 Hong Kong 9,241
15 Nomway 83827 15 Taiwan 7,907

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey

SCHEDULED AIR CARGQO VERSUS PASSENGER PLANE MOVE-
MENTS. In 1991, scheduled air cargo plane movements ac-
counted for only 4.6% of the combined total of scheduled
cargo and schedued passenger plane movements at Ken-
nedy. LaGuardia and Newaik Airports. Cargo flights ac-
counted for 8.9% of such movements at Kennegy Airport,
for 5.5% of such movements at Newaik Airport and for only
0.1% of such movements at LaGuaidia Airport.

At Kennedy Alrport, scheduled cargo flights accounted for
approximately 8% of the total number of scheduled domes-
tic flights and for aimost 10% of scheduled international
flights. At Newark Airport, scheduled cargo flights ac-
counted for 6% of scheduled domestic flights but for virtu-
ally none of the internationat flights.

These statistics are summarized in Table 2-14, The statistics
compare scheduled all-cargo flights with scheduled pas-
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senger flights. However, it should be remembered that
many passenger flights accommodate substantial amounts
of cargo in their holds. Therefore. scheduled passenger
flights ore, in effect, cargo flights.

MEASURES OF CONGESTION. Most studies have found that
cargo operations contribute to delay only if they are ffown
by all-cargo aircraft during peak hours. A recent report to
Congress. prepared by the Federal Aviation Administration,
studied recent operational delays at magjor U.S. airports in-
cluding Kennedy, LaGuardia and Newark. The report ex-
amined each of these airports’ all-cargo operafions in
relation to their nominal howrly capacity under both Visua!
Flight Rules (VFR) and Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) condi-
tions. The analysis was performed on an hourly basis on two
days: November 28, 1990 and November 29, 1990.

The report concluded that Kennedy Airport exceeded ifs
nominal VFR capacity, which is 82 operations per hour, dur-
ing only three hours on November 28th and during only one
hour on November 29th. The report, therefore concluded:

..Cargo operations do contribute fo exceeding capacity
in those hours, but this contribution is slight Just over 2 per-
cent of the total 90 operations at the busiest hour are due
to afl-cargo aircraft.. . This means that, ot the busiest hour,
there were only two all-cargo operations... About 90 percent
of the carge operations (at Kennedy) are scheduled for hours
when the airport has ample capacity in good weather and bad.®

As for LaGuardia Airport, the report concluded that since
LaGuardia has only one all-cargo flight per day, at 0600,
cargo operations were not a factor in adding fo conges-
tion. The report concluded that at Newark Airport,

... All-cargo operations contribute fo exceeding capacity,
buf this contribution averages about three percent, less
than (that caused by) general aviation...About 60 percent
of the cargo operations af Newark are scheduled for hours
when there is ample capacity in good weather and bad.’

Thus congestion resulting from all-cargo flights does not ap-
pear to be a significont problem at the region’s three major
airports.



TABLE 2-14
Summary Report of Airport Activities, 1931
Kennedy, LaGuardia and Newark Airports

Plane Movernenis™ Kennedy % of Total LaGuardia % of Total Newark % of Tolal Requonal Total % ol Tolal
IDomestic 101,454 100.0 233577 100.0 252 975 100.0 588,006 100.0_|
Scheduled Passanger 87.665 86.4 231,645 99.2 235,344 93.0 554 654 943
Scheduled Cargo 8,123 8.0 338 0.1 15,188 6.0 23,649 4.0
Other 5,666 5.6 1,694 0.7 2,443 1.0 9,703 17
Unternational ) 94,062 100.0 17,302 100.0 22335 100.0 133,699 100.0 |
Scheduled Passenger 82,837 88.1 17,286 99.9 21.368 95.7 121,491 308
Scheguled Cargo 9,314 9.9 0 0.0 1 0.0 9,315 7.0
Other 1911 20 16 01 3466 4.3 2.893 2.1
[ __Total 195516 100.0 250,879 100.0 275,310 100.0 721,705 100.0 |
Scheduled Péssenger 170,502 872 248,931 99.2 256,712 93.3 676,145 Q3.7
Scheduled Cargo 17,437 8.9 338 0.1 15,189 558 32,964 4.6
Other 7577 3.9 1,610 0.7 3,408 1.2 12,596 1.7

"Nole: Excludes scheduled commuiter, air taxi and non-commercial ptane movements.

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.

ON-GOING INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS RELATED TO
CARGO OPERATIONS. All-cargo operations c¢an also im-
pinge on airport operations if the fthe infrastructure at those
agirports Is inadequate to handle them. There are several
planned or ongoing infrastructure improvements at Ken-
nedy and Newark Airports that will enable them to better
handle their cargo operations. At Kennedy, these include
.construction of a 300,000 square foot cargo ferminal for Ja-
pan Airlines. construction of a 200,000 square foot cargo
terminal for Nippon Cargo Aidines. addition of an 80.000
square foot cargo facility for China Airlines, redevelopment
of two additiono! dimport areas for cargo use, and upgrad-
ing of the electronic data interchange (EDI) capability of
the airport. including automated manifest systems for U.S.
cusioms. The 200.000 square foot Hamlar Perishables Cen-
ter, a multi-use penshables terminal, has just been com-

pleted at Kennedy Airpor. It is designed to handle perish-
able cargos such as flowers, fruits, fish and vegetables as
well as non-traditional parishables such os pharmaceuti-
cals, medical diagnostic kits, resins, and oils. The new facility
is expected to cause perishable cargo volume at Kennegy
to rise by 15% to 20%.

Newark Airport is constructing a 320.000 square foot. muiti-
tenant cargo facility and is renovating an old passenger fermi-
nal to provide 380,000 square feet of additional cargo space.

These activities suggest that adequate cargo facilities will
be available at these qirports, af least for the foreseeable
future. Therefore, a separate regional air cargo center at
Calverton Airport cannot be justified solely to aileviate oir-
port congestion af the three major regional airports.
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A Case Study of a Separate Reglonal Cargo Facility: Stewart Airport

Stewart International Airport is a former U.S. Air Force base
located an hour's drive time north of New York City at New-
burgh. New York. Stewart has a 12,000-foot runway and a
functioning instrument landing system. In addition, 9.960
acres of State-owned land are available for airport devel-
opment. In terms of area, it is the second targest airport in
the United States. Stewart has been marketing itself as an
alternative to the major New York airports for both freight
and passengers. The Federal Aviation Administration in a
1990 report, evaluated Stewart’s success in reaching these
goals.8 It concluded that despite a major fand acquisition
ond improvement program sponsored by New York State,
the airport has been slow to attract traffic.

Prior 1o 1983. New York State invested $83 million in land ac-
quisition and runway/taxiway improvements and the Fed-
eral Government invested $2.2 million for runways and
taxiways. i 1983, the airport was taken over by the New
York State Department of Transportation. The DOT mar-
keted the airport for commercial, carge, corporate and
general aviation users. The DOT also established an indus-
trial park on airport property to attroct large businesses.
Since 1983, New York Stafe has invested an additional $35
million, primarily to develop the industrial park and ofher
airport londs. In addition, the Federal government has in-
vasted $155 million for an Air National Guard Base, $30 mil-
lion for a U.S. Postat Service Regional Mail Facility, and §15
million for other airport improvements.

Today, Stewart contains several distribution centers, pro-
duction plants, and other commercial activities. Stewart is
a regional trucking huo for Consolidated Freightways/Em-
ery operations. American Airines began scheduled service
to Stewart in April. 1990, and two other carriers — Delta and
tJS Air — have followed. The oirport is also served by several
commuter airlines.

As of September, 1990, private investment related to the
airport totalled nearly $100 million. At that time, airport fen-
ants paid rents ond payments in-lieu-of toxes of about S1
million annually, Mgjor tenants include Anheuser-Busch,
American Express, the Air National Guard, and Cessna. The
agirport is @ major area employer ond generates about
4,300 jobs.

The airport Is curently expanding its cargo facilities. A new
200.000 sqguare-foot corgo terminal is being builf on 170
acres at the north end of the runway. Another 250,000
square-foot facility is planned for the south end. The airport
is designed for both cargo and passenger operations. Its
passenger ferminal can handie 500 passengers an hour
and it has a U.S. customs center for international flights.

In 1990, the FAA concluded:

....It is arguable whether Stewart Is a success as a regional
air-cargo center. Despite the advantage of a large invest-
ment by New York State and proximity fo the New York met-
ropofitan area, fhe ainport has had relatively low activity
historically, ranking 512 among U.S. airports in 1988 with
4,171 passengers and accounting for less than 1 percent of
the cargo carried from the region.?

However, the advent of scheduled passenger service in
1990 improved Stewanrt’s fortunes. Stewart has become the
43rd busiest cargo airport in the country.

Discussions with those familiar with Stewart’s situation sug-
gest that the mgjor problerms thot Stewart faced in the
1980s were the same as those facing other alrports which
attempt to establish themselves as cargo hubs. That is, it is
difficult to atfract freight forwarders and to convince them
1o route freight to locations other than major airports where
the bulk of freight, connecting carriers, and competition Is
located. This would appear to be a crucial test for a poten-
tial cargo facility at Calverton.



PART THREE

The Potential for Generating Air Cargo in the New York
Region and on Long Island

This chapter analyzes the potential for generating air cargo
for New York’s three regional airports and specifically for a
potential cargo airport at Calverton. The following method-
ology was used:

« Projections of domestic and international air cargo
wera made for the three regional oirgons — Kennedy,
LaGuardia, and Newark — through the year 2000.

- Given the fact that the Calverdon location lends itself to
international trade. particuarly with Europe, the re-
gion’s dominant export commaodities as of 1990 were
analyzed.

« A detdiled analysis of Long Island’s current manufactur-
ing base and that of New York City, southwestern New
England. and the northem suburbs of Westchester,
Rockland, Orange, Putnam, Duichess and Ulster Coun-
ties was made to pinpoint potential geographic
sources of the export commodities identified in previous
paragraph.

« This was supplemented by inferviews with Long Island
firms actively engoged in international trade.

- These steps cuiminated in an assessment of the pofen-
tial for generating air freight for a possible cargo facility
at Calverton Airport.

Projected Air Cargo in the New York Region

Total revenue freight in the New York Region increased from
1.41 million short tons in 1985 10 almost 1.90 milliion short tons
in 1990, a gain of almost 35%. In 1985, Kennedy dirport ac-
counted for 77% of total air tonnage. Newark for about
19%. and LaGuardia for the remaining 4%. In 1990, Ken-
nedy’s share of iotal fonnage had declined to 70%, New-
ark’s had risen to 26%, and LaGuardia’s share remained at
about 4%.

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey projects that
total tonnage flowing through Kennedy Airport will reach
1.76 miillion short tons in the year 2000, a 32% increase over
the volume of air freight in 1990. Projections prepared by
the Long Island Regional Planning Board suggest that New-
ark’s volume' could reach 990,000 short tons in the year
2000 and that LaGuardia’s volume could reach 113.000
short tons. This would put total tonnage flowing through the
three regional airports at about 2.86 million short tons in the
year 2000. Of this volume, Kennedy's share would be 61%,
Newark’'s share 35%. and LaGuardia’s share would remain
at about 4%. These projections envision a further increase in
Newark Airport's share of the region’s air cargo activity
(See Table 2-15).

TABLE 2-15
Projected Revenue Freight at New York's Regiconal Airports
Year 2000
{in Short Tons)

Year Kennady Nowark. LaGuardia TJotal
1880 1,169,815 107,167 35,257 1,312,239
1985 1,080,354 274,116 54,093 1,408,563
1986 1,096,365 296,560 50,504 1,443,429
1987 1,182,671 325428 54,137 1,562,216
1988 1,300,886 449,829 56,489 1,807,204
1989 1,387,963 441434 63,504 1,892,901
1990 1,331,182 495407 70,792 1,897,381

2000 projecled 1,760,000 990,000 113,000 2,863,000
% change,
1990-2000 4+32.2% +99.8% +59.6% +50.9%

Sourca: Post Authority of New York and New Jersey:
Long Island Regional Planning Board.

The projected growth of international gir freight is of par-
ticular relevance for the Calverton Study because the ioca-
fion of Calverton Airport seems particularly well-suited o
international air cargo flights, particularly flights destined for



Europeon and Latin American markets. Total international
revenue freight at New York's three regional airports in-
creased from 798,508 shoirt tons in 1985 {0 more than 1.0
million short tons in 1990, a gain af 25%. International ship-
ments accounted for 57% of total regional air freight ship-
ments in 1985 and for 53% of the total in 1990. In 1990,
Kennedy Airport accounted for 94% of all international air
cargo flowing through the New York Region and Newark for
6%. LaGuardia handled virtually no international air cargo.

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey projects that
the volume of international air freight handled by Kennedy
Alrport will rise to 1.23 miillion short tons in the year 2000, a
31% increase over Kennedy’s 1990 volume of international
freight. Given the growing imporiance of global markets,
the Long Island Regional -Planning Board projects that the
volume of international shipments handled by Newark Alr-
port could rise o 310.000 short tons by the year 2000. The
total for alt three regional airports could reach almost 1.55
million short tons in the year 2000. Thus, Kennedy’s share of
international air freight would be about 80%, down from
94% in 1990. and Newark's share would be about 20%, up
from 6% in 1990. (See Table 2-16).

TABLE 2-16
Projected International Revenue Freight at New York's
Regional Airports, Year 2000

(3 Short Tons)

Year Kennedy Newark LaGuardia Total
1980 713,223 1,418 — 714,657
1985 783,981 14 007 520 798,508
1986 808,801 20,514 735 830,050
1987 854,732 85634 920 864,286
1988 941,397 31,824 3822 977,043
1989 990,841 47,749 3,912 1,042,502
1950 938.452 59 869 2,941 1,001,262

2000 projecied 1.230.000 310,000 6,000 1,546,000
% change,
1990-2000 £31.1% +417.8% +104.0% 454 4%,

Source Port Authorily of New York and New Jersey:
tong Island Regional Ptanning 8oard
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The volume of domestic air freight is also of interest,. Domes-
tic air freight flowing through New York's three regional
markets increased from 610.055 short tons in 1985 o 896.119
short tons in 1990, a gain of 46.9%. Thus, the increase in do-
mestic alr freight was significantly greater than the increase
in internationat air freight during the 1985-90 period. In 1990,
Kennedy Airport accounted for almost 44% of the region’s
domestic oir freight shipments, Newark for almost 49% of
the total, and LaGuardia for the remaining 7%. The impor-
tance of Newark for domestic air shipments is not surprising
given its location.

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey projects that
the volume of domestic air frelght at Kennedy Airport could
reach 530,000 short tons by the year 2000. a gain of 34.6%
over the tonnage handled in 1990. The Long Island Re-
gional Planning Board projects that Newark could handle
os much os 680.000 short tons of domestic freight by the
year 2000, a 56.1% increase over its 1990 volume, and that
LaGuardia could handle as many as 107,000 short tons in
the year 2000, a 57.7% increase over 1990. This would put
total domestic air freight in the New York Region at
1,317,000 short tons In the year 2000. These projections sug-
gest that Kennedy Airport would account for 40% of the to-
tal, Newark for §2% and LaGuardia for the remalning 8%.
Thus, Newark's share of domestic regional air freight would
increase slightly and Kennedy's share would decling
slightly. (See Table 2-17).

The Growth of Foreign Markets, By Origin and Destination

The growth of foreign markets is of particular interest to
Long lstand because export markets can be an engine of
future economic growth for the Long Island economy and
pecause Calverton’s east end location iends ifself to frade
with Europe.

1. THE GROWTH OF EXPORT MARKETS. This section analyzes
the destination of air frelght shipped to global markets
through the New York Region’s three major citports —
Kennedy, LaGuardia, and Newark —during the 1980-88
pedod. Port Authority statistics indicate that the volume
of air freight bound for internctional marketfs declined
during the initial port of the 1980s and rebounded



TABLE 2-18
The Growth of Export Markets as Shown by The Destination of
Air Cargo from the New York Region, 1980-88
{Thousands of Short Tons)

TABLE 2-17
'Projected Domestic Revenue Freight at New Yark's Regional
Airports, Year 2000
(In Short Tons)

Year Kennedy Neiwark { aGuardia Jotaf olat-Alf  Parcent Petcen( Percent  Lalm Percan,
1980 456,592 105,749 35,257 597,598 Parine, a Asia change  Japa anae _Ameri 0
1985 296,373 260,109 53,573 610,055 1980 415 16 39 -1 21 46 52 .
1986 287 564 276046 49,769 613,379 1981 364 123 43 +103 22 8 47 9.
1987 327,939 316,794 53,197 697,930 1982 320 121 44 +23 22 ¢0 36 -234
1988 359,489 418,005 52,667 830,161 1983 300 63 49 +14 22 00 28 222
1989 397,122 393,685 58,592 850,399 1984 360  +202 B3  +286 26  +182 33 4179
1990 392,730 435,538 67,851 896,119 1985 288 -202 57 95 24 J7 027 -182

2000 projected 530,000 680,000 107.000 1,317,000 1986 304 +58 68 +193 29 +208 30 +111
% change, 1987 345 +134 H +338 47 +62.1 32
1990-2000 +35.0% +56.1% +87.7% +47.0% 1988 414 4201 114 4253 57 4213 Q2 .

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey; 1980-88 - 02 475 #1923 +36 +17t4 -20 385

Long Island egional Planning Board.
Porcent United  Percent Percent
‘par Eu Ki France  Cha,

1980 271 +1.1 56 0.0 40 +11.

completely during the tatter part of the decade. There- 1981 219 192 45 196 33 175
fore, the volume of air freight destined for foreign mar- 1982 184 -160 36 200 29 121
kets was virtually the same in 1988 as in 1980. However, 1683 170 76 36 00 24 472
the relative importance of given foreign markets 1984 209 4229 48 4333 28 4167
changed dramatically during this period. In 1980, Asia i85 s 20 ¥ 228 2 214
accounted for 9% of all air freight exports from the re- 1986 189 37 39 45421 46
gion, Latin America for almost 13%, and Europe for 66% }gg; ;gg :;ég ';Z’ I;g'g gg :;gg
H 0, N B .

of the total. By 1988. Asia accounted for almost 28%. 198088 44 462 2 36 8 200

Latin America for less than 8%, and Europe for about
55%. These findings are summatized in Table 2-18.

Asian export markets are expected to continue to
grow in importance. However, Europe is still America’s
largest export customer in terms of air freight. Moreover,
Europe is likely Yo maintain that market share duing the
1990s because the economic integration of Europe
which is scheduled to occur in 1992 will make it an in-
creasingly fertile market for U.S. exports.

2. THE GROWTH OF IMPORT MARKETS. The international

geographic origins of air freight shipped to the New
York Region are also of interest because a potential
cargo facility at Calverfon Airport could also function
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Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, prepared by the WEFA
Group.

as a gateway tor such imports, pardicularly from
Europe. Imports through the three regional airports in-
creased from 297.000 short tons in 1980 to 584.000 short
tons in 1988. Thus, air freight imports info the region virtu-
ally doubled during this period. Imports from Asia grew
most rapidly between 1980 and 1988. They increased
from 92,000 short tons in 1980 to 208,000 short tons in
1988. In 1980, Asia accounted for 31% of total air freight
entering the New York Region, Europe for almost 57%,
and Latin America for about 10%. By 1988, Asia ac-
counted for almost 36% of the total volume of air

4




frelght imports, Europe for amost 52%. and Latin Amer-
ica for about 9%. (See Table 2-19). Thus, European coun-
fries remain important trading partners for both imports

entering the New York Region and exports leaving the
New York Region by air.

TABLE 2-19
The Global Geographic Origins of Air Cargo
Entering the New York Region, 1580-88

(Thousarnds of Short Tons)

1980 297 26
1981 354 +193 109 +185 28 +167 28 77
1982 383 +24 111 +18 28 00 28 00
1983 478 +313 162 #459 37 +32.1 43 +536
1984 656 +377 216 +333 B2 +405 +256
1985 638 28 212 -18 53 +19 47 -130
1986 556 -128 216 +#19 36 -32.1 46 24
1987 576 +35 226 46 33 -83 41 -10.9
1588 5684 +14 208 -80 34 430 35 -146
198088 +287 +966 116 1261 +10 #4117 498 1346
Percent  West  Porent Percent  Latm  Perent
Year Eurpe  Change Germany Change HRalv  Change America Change
1980 168 -138 43 424 28 317 30 3.2
1981 194 +155 43 00 37 +321 42 +400
1982 207 +#67 41 46 42 +135 35 -16.7
1983 256 +237 50 +220 59 214 47 +343
1984 358 4388 M +420 09 +353 66 +404
1985 351 20 72 +14 66 44 56 -152
1986 275 216 50 306 56 -152 48 -143
1987 280 +18 48 40 49 -125 52 +83
1988 303 182 R +104 51 .1 53 +1.9
1980-88 4135 +804 +10 +233 23 821 +23 +767

Source: Port Authority o! New York and New Jersey, prepared by the WEFA

Gioup.
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The Potential Sources of Air Freight Exports

A key guestion is the extent to which a potential cargo fa-
cility at Calverton Airport would attract air freight shipments
destined for foreign markets that would otherwise go to the
other regional airports, particulorly Kennedy Airport In order
to answer this question, the following steps were taken:

1. The region’s dominant air export commaodities were identified.

2. The manufacturing base of Catverton’s potential catch-

ment area, including Long Island, parts of the New York
Metropolitan Region and southwestern New Englond

were analyzed to determine the extent to which indus-
tries that produce these cornmodities are represented.

. Long lsland manufacturing firms actively involved in inter-

notional frade weie Interviewed 1o determine their po-
tential need for and use of a cargo facility at Calverton
Airport.

The remainder of Part Three presents the results of this analysis.
1. THE REGION'S DOMINANT AIR EXPORT COMMODITIES.

Eleven commodities stand out as dominant. They in-
clude plastics, pharmaceuticals, printed matter, office
angd other types of non-electrical machinery. internal
combustion engines, electric motors and generatoers,
telecommunications apparatus and other electiical
machinery, aircraft and parts, and scientific instru-
ments. Office machinery was preeminent both in terms
of fonnage flown and dollor value. in 1990, atlmost
35,000 long tons of office machinery valued at more
than $4.7 billion was exported through New York's three
regional airports.

The reglon’s dominant air export commaodities, by ton-
nage and dollar value are summarzed in Table 2-20.

. THE MANUFACTURING BASE OF CALVERTON'S CAICH-

MENT AREA. The next step was to determine to what ex-
tent Calverton’s potential catchment orea specializes
in employers that produce the foregoing commoditias.
The analysis began with Long Island’s economic base



TABLE 2-20
Dominant Air Exports Through the New Yark Region, 1980

by Tonnage and Dollar Value

Commodity _Tonpage* Dollar Valye
Plastc Malsrials 10,9036 $153,144,965
Phamaceuticals 8,8235 1,194 365,461
Printed Matter 15,2628 545,999,028
Office Machinery 34,9635 4,736,055,663
Non-Electrical Machinery, Not
Elsewhere Classified 27,6913 1,440,768,072
Internal Combustion Engines 6,5276 3,341,897,868
Elecine Motors and Generalors 15,5247 1,178,390, 145
Telecommunications Apparatus 10,5490 1,461,043 514
Scientific Instruments 16,3714 2,136,858,928
Electrical Machinery, Not Elsewhere
Classified 14,7246 3,004,045,380
Aircraft and Parls 10,0185 2,694,726,832
Total 171,360.5 21,887,295,856
Total-All Comynodities 398,753.5 36,473,209,103
Dominant Commodities/ . 50

*Tonnage is expiessed in long tons

Sourca, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey

since Long Island employers have the closest proximity
to a potential caigo facility at Calverton.

Long Island is characterized by a high concentration of
firms that produce the commaodities identified in Table
2-20. According to County Business Patterns, Long
Isiand contained 4,784 manufaciuiing establishrents
employing 175,537 persons in 1989. Of these. 1.578 es-
tablishments employing 99,563 persons manufactured
the commadities shown in Tabie 2-22. Thus, one-third of
Long Islkand’s manufacturing establishments, which col-
lectively employed almost 57% of all bi-county manu-
facturing workers, produced products that accounted
for the preponderance of air exports from the New York
Region in 1990. This was the highest single concentra-
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fion of such production within the New York Region. In
New York City, 1,872 manufacfuring establishments em-
ploying 97.513 workers were engaged in producing
these commodities. This was equivalent to 14% of the
city’s manufacturing establishments and 25% of the
city’s manufacturing employment. In the northern sub-
urbs, Westchester, Rockland, Orange, Putnam,
Dutchess and Ulster, 657 manufacturing establishmnents
employing 65,831 persons were engaged in manufac-
turing the critical commodities identified in Table 2-22.
This was equivalent to 28% of all manufacturing estab-
lishments and 55% of all manufactunng jobs in these
counties. These establishments, in turn, accounted for
55% of total manufactuing employment in these counties.

These statistics suggest that a significant proportion of
the critical commodities identified in Table 2-22 may
well have originated on Long Island given Long Island’s
extensive specialization in these products. The forego-
ing findings are summartzed in Table 2-23.

Exports originating in southwestern New England could
also conceivably be channeled across existing dridges
to @ cargo facility at Calverton. For purposes of analy-
sis, southwestern New England has been defined {0 in-
clude the states of Connecticut and Rhode Island and
the two southwestern Massachusetts counties of Berk-
shire and Hampden. Berkshire County encompasses
the city of Pittsfield. Massachusetts. Hampden County
encompasses fhe city of Springfield.

This area of New England also contains a substanticl
nurnber of jobs in those industries that have been idenii-
fied as critical export industries for the New York Region.
For the southwestern New England region as a whole,
more than 41% of all manufacturing jolbs were in these
industriss in 1989, In Connecticut, atmaost haif of all
manufacturing jobs were in these critical indusiries.
These results are summarized in Table 2-24.

3. INTERVIEW RESULTS: LONG ISLAND EMPLOYERS. Tele-

phone and in-person interviews were conducted with a



TABLE 2-21
Concentration of the Manufacturing Base in Critical Export Commodities, 1989
Nassau-Suffolk, New York City, Northern Suburbs

S0 ____Nassau-Suffolk____ __ NewYorkCity  ____ Northemn Suburbs___
Code Commodity Employment Estab.  Employment Estab.  Employment Estab.
282 Plastic Materials 350 4 0 0 0 0
2834 Pharmaceutical Preparations 3758 41 1,535 7 3.804 11
271,272,273,274 Printed Matter 11,738 259 65,398 1,020 9,381 166
357 Office Machinery 684 17 1,378 25 7,680 15
35(ex.357) Other Non-Electrical Machinery 11,599 593 8,915 443 13,682 224
3621 Electric Motors & Generators 550 6 0 0 0 0
366 Telecommunications Apparatus 5,898 56 483 17 725 13
36(ex.3621,366) Other Electrical Machinery 20,593 342 13,155 255 24,407 138
372 Aircraft and Parts 19,128 54 1,115 15 175 4
381,382,384 Scientific Instruments 25,255 206 5.534 Q0 5.977 86
Total-Critical Commodities 99,553 1,578 97,513 1,872 65,831 657
Total Manufacturing 175,537 4,784 391,083 13.158 120,314 2,360
Critical Commeodities/Total Manufacturing 56.7% 33.0% 24.9% 14.2% 54.7% 27 8%

Source: Long Island Ragional Planning Board based on County Business Patterns data

sample of 300 Long Island firms during May, 1992 and craft components, eyeglass frames, marne products,
Junse, 1992, The firms were selected from a list provided business machines. plastics, cosmetics, writing matert-
by the Long Island Association of Commerce and Indus- als, fasteners, consumer electionics, portable fele-
try. The list contained a significant number of firms that phones, medical equipment, aeroscl products aond
were engaged in export/import trade. men’s clothing. Of the 119 respondents, 77 or 65% of
the total were involved v exporting and/or Imporiing.
Respondents were asked about their product or serv- We focused on these fims in evaluating the potentiol
ice. whether they engaged in international trade and for generating cargo for possble cargo operations at
to what extent they shipped goods by air. They were Cdiverton Alrport because the location of the aimort
asked to identify thelr foreign markets. They were aiso lends itseif to international frade.
asked if they would use an ak cargo focility at Calver-
ton, if such a facility would be useful 1o their business Of the 77 firrns, 46 imported goods from foreign coun-
and what facilities. if any, they would need within the ties, 59 exported goods to foreign counfies ana 28
airport permeter. were both exporters ond mporters. Approximately 81%
of the fitms engaged in export frade shipped some or
Complete responses were obtalned from 119 firms, which is all of their goods by air. Approximately 65% of the firms
equivdalent 10 a response rate of almest 40%. The respon- engaged in importing also used air freight

dentfs included manufacturers of compiuter software. air-
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TABLE 2-22

Concentration of the Manufacturing Base in Critical Export Commodities, 1989

Air Carriers Used by { ong Island Exporters/importers

{Percent of Firms)

(Percent of Firms)

Southwestern New England
Bershire & Hampden
Sic __Connecticut_  _Rhode island__  __Countias, MA __ __ Regional Total _
Code Commodity Employment Estab. Employment Estab. Employment Estab. Employment Esiab.
282 Plastic Materials 1,652 15 175 2 143 3 1,870 20
2834 Pharmaceutical Preparations 5,053 15 60 3 175 2 5,288 20
271,272,273,274 Printed Matter 14,929 308 3.1 52 3,139 49 21.179 409
357 Office Machinery 10,526 54 346 7 1,760 6 12,622 67
35(ex.357) Other Non-Electrical Machinery 39,085 1,266 5775 273 6,310 244 51,180 1,783
3621 Electric Motors & Generators 2,212 13 10 1 0 2222 14
366 Telecommunications Apparatus 4,043 42 750 7 175 5 4,968 54
36(ex.3621,366) Other Electrical Machinery 26,764 393 5278 58 3,087 34 35,129 485
372 Aircraft and Parts 54,821 127 60 2 310 9 5519 138
381,382,384 Scientific Instruments 24 331 239 7,335 53 4,095 10 35,761 302
Tatal-Critical Commoditias 183,326 2472 22,900 458 19,184 362 225410 3,292
Total Manufacturing 373,419 6,545 110,759 2,719 59,8563 1,064 544,031 10,328
Critical Commodities/Total Manufacturing 491% 37.8% 207% 16.8% 321% 340% 41.4% 31.9%
Souice: Lang Island Regional Planning Board based on Gounty Business Patlarns data
TABLE 2-23 TABLE 2-24

The Export/lmport Markets of Long Island Firms*

Air Carrier E Xpogters fmgort g5 Market Exporters {mporters
Integrated Canters 19% 13% Eun 739, 60%
Freight Forwarders/Custorm's Brokers 42 43 ope y °

. raers/Lu Far East 40 30
Major Intesnational Aifines 25 13 South America 8 7
Prerouted by Customer Choice 8 17 Calrjlada 6 3
No Response (0 Question 6 4 Middle East 18 7

| Total 100 100 | Other 19 %0

Souice LIRPB smployer suivey

*Note: Percentages do not add te 100 because many exporters and

importers

dealt with severatl markels.
Source: LIAPB employsr susvey
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A. CARRIER USED, In order to assess whether cargo opera-

tions at Colverton would be viabie, it is necessary to un-
derstand how Long Island firms route their cargo to
various airdines. Among the exporters. nine firms used
the services of Integrated carriers such as Federal Ex-
press, U.P.S., DHL or Airbarne Express, four firms dealt di-
rectly with major international alfines and twelve firms
said that thelr goods were pre-routed by their custom-
ers and that they used the frelght forwarder or airine
chosen by thelr customers. Twenty firms, 42% of the total,
used freight forwarders.

The findings underscore the importance of the Euro-
pean market for Long Islond importers and exporiers.

C. GOODS EXPORTED/IMPORTED. Among the firms that ex-

ported thelr goods by air, 19% shipped high-technology
equipment or medical materials, 17% shipped elec-
tronic components and 17% shipped machinery. Com-
puters and computer components and
telecommunications equipment were also frequentty
mentioned. Among firms that imported goods by air,
17% imported elecironic components, 17% imported

varous retail merchandise, 13% imported machinery,
10% imported computers and computer components,
and 10% imported high-technology eguipment or medi-
cal materials.

Among Long Island importers that used air freight. 13%
used integrated cartiers, 13% sold that their goods were
prerouted by their customers and 17% dealt directly
with the major international cirines. Once agoin, about
43% of the importers used freight forwarders and cus-
tom’s brokers. This underscores the important role that
freight forwarders/consolidators and custom’s brokers,
the people who move cargo through customs, are

TABLE 2-25
Goods Exported/Imported by Long Istand Firms
{Percent of Firms)

likely to plqy in cny cargo facllity at Calverton Airporf. [f Tvpe of Good Exporters P
these middle men fail to locate ot a cargo facllity, the Righ-Technology Equip/Medical Materals 199 10%
success of that facility would be questionable. Electronic Components 17 17
Machinery 17 13
8. EXPORT/IMPORT MARKETS. Of the Long Island firms that Misceflaneous Retail 6 17
exported goods by air, 73% shipped goods to Europe, Art Design/Displays 4 7
40% shipped to the Far East, 8% shipped to South Amer- Computers/Components . 8 10
Ica, 6% shipped to Canada, and 19% shipped o the Clothing/Textiles/Fabrics 2 3
Middle East. There were miscelloneous other destina- Telecommunicatons Equipment 4 3
tions including Iceland, Australia and New Zesland. Q;‘glzgﬂs g 3
Mc’:“fy of the ﬁ"“lf "t‘*e"”e‘”ed exported goods 10 sev- Building/Construction/Packing Materials 4 3
eral forgign markets, Printed Matenials 2 3
Of those Long lsland firms that imported goods by air, Othes 13 4
60% imported goods from Europe, 30% from the Far | Total 100 100 |

East, 7% from South America, 7% from the Middle East
and 3% from Canada. Once again, many firms im-
porfed goods from several foreign markets.

Source: LIRPB employer suivey
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Conclusions:

The Potential For Generating Air Cargo for Calverton Airpont

One source of cargo for a potential air cargo facility af
Calverton is existing and potential air cargo traffic at Ken-
nedy International Airport. Calverton coud conceivably si-
phon some air cargo activity from Kennedy. Calverton’s
location makes it a particularly good candidate for air
cargo to and from Europe. Therefore, some of Kennedy's
cargo cumentiy going to or coming from Europe could con-
ceivably use potential cargo facilities at Calverton.

In 1990, Kennedy Airport accommodated more than 1.3
million short tons of revenue freight, Port Authority projec-
tions suggest fhat Kennedy could be asked o accommo-
date almost 1.8 million short tons of revenue freight by the
year 2000. Moreover, the volume of international air freight
handled by Kennedy is expected to rise to 1.23 million short
tons by the year 2000, a 31% increase over Kennedy's 1990
volume of international freight. Much of Kennedy's interna-
tional business involves flights 1o and from Europe. Europe is
likely to remain a significant market for U.S. importers and
gxporters. Planned economic integration within the Euro-
pean Community will result in an expanded European market.

International cargo siphoned from Kennedy Airport is one
potential source of cargo for Calverton Akport. Moreover,
the manufaciuring base of Calverton’s potential catch-
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ment area, which includes Long Island. parts of the New
York Metropolitan Region and southwestern New England,
generates the types of commodities that are currently
shipped by air through the New York Metropolitan Region.
These commodities include plastics, pharmaceuticals.
printed matter, office machinery, telecommunications ap-
paratus, gircraft and parts and scientific instruments, Many
of the region’s employers producing these commodities
are actually located on Long Island. Currently, one-third of
Ltong Isiand’s manufacturing establishments which account
for atmost 57% of Long Island’s manufacturing jobs produce
one or more of the foregoing commaoditias.

In order to confirm these stafistical findings. interviews weye
conducted with a sample of Long lsland manufacturers.
We focused on those firms involved in exporting and/or im-
porting. Most of these firms used air freight for their opera-
tions. Their predominant market was Europe. They
specialized in electronic components, machinery, comput-
ers and computer components and telecommunications
equipment.

The findings suggest that there is sufficient cir cargo poten-
Hal for at least a modest air carge operation at Calverton
Airport. Since most regional firms use custom’s brokers
and/or freight forwarders In shipping their cargo by air, the
viability of a potential cargo faciiity at Calverton will de-
pend in large measure on the ability to attract such brokers
and forwarders. This issue is discussed in Part Four.



PART FOUR

A Survey of Air Freight Providers

This part presents the results of the Regional Planning
Board’s survey of air freight providers. The survey attempted
to ascertain their Interest In utilizing potential air cargo fa-
cilities at Caiverton Alrport. The providers interviewed in-
cluded freight forwarders and customs brokers, Integrated
cariers and major aifines that have alt cargo operations.
Since many of these providers mentioned that the relative
costs of operating at given alrports were a primary consid-
eration In their locational decisions, an analysis of operating
costs at aliports in or near the New York Metropolifan Re-
gion was also made.

Freight Forwarders/Customs Brokers

These intermediaries assemble mutiple shipments bound
for the same destination and consolidate them into one
shipment for fransit via ship or dldine. A freight forwarder de-
fermines the most cost-effective and timely means of get-
fing cargo from thelr customers to on airport that has an
impending flight to the appropriate destination. At the des-
tination, the forwarder provides break-bulk services and dis-
tibutes the Individual packages for delivery.

Freight forwarders who work for the Infernafional Air Traffic
Association (|ATAY work on a §% commission. For example, If
an airline charges a forwarder $1.00 per Kito of cargo. the
forwarder charges its customer $1.05 per Kllo. Freight for-
warders make most of their money from consolidating
cargo. They pack shipments from different customers that
are going 1o the same destination in empty cargo contain-
ers provided by the airlines. This saves the airlines space. It
also saves them time by eliminating the need to keep track
of many small packages. Airlines often cllocate space fo
frelght forwarders. In fact, some aidines coll daily o find out
whether the forwarder wants its palette held that day. Re-
served space is particularly important during busy seasons.
Freight forwarders work closely with customs biokers over-
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seas 1o ensure that a package is properly paid for and ex-
pedited.

A customs broker acts on behalf of a client in clearing ship-
ments through customs. Most freight forwarders are aiso
customs brokers who are icensed by the Treasury Depart-
ment, Almost all importers rely on customs brokers to clear
their shipments through customs. Custorns brokers prepare
customs entries, declare the value of shipments, determine
the appropriate classifications or taiiff rates, and file the
necassary documents in compliance with customs regua-
tions. Some customs brokers prepay all duties and taxes
and then bill the importer.

Fifteen freight forwarders/customs brokers with facilities at
Kennedy and/or Newark Airports were verbally interviewed
for this study, All of the freight forwarders were also licensed
customs brokers. They were asked what facilities they had
at these airports, whether congestion was a problem, what
factors affected their decision to locate at given airports,
whether they thought the region needed an additional
cargo facillty, and whether they would use a cargo facility
at Calverton.

Six of the fifteen said that they cumently experience signifi-
cant operational delays at Kennedy Alrport. Eight of the fif-
teen saw a definite or a possible need for an additionat air
cargo facllity in the New York Region. However, the remain-
Ing seven, all of whom were small or medium-sized firms,
sald they would not use cargo facilifies ot Calverton be-
cause they did not have the market share or capacity to
serve another airport and they feared losing business if they
spread themselves too thin. However, even some of these
firms were willing fo consider locating some portion of their
operations at Calverton. In all, ten of the fifteen companies
surveyed sald that they might consider moving some facili-
ties to Calverton.



Among the freight forwarders inferviewed, volume of
freight. availability of flights, and cost of doing business
were the most frequently mentioned determinants govern-
ing o firn’s decision to locate at given airports. Freight for-
waiders will apparently use an airport if they can gain
access 1o scheduled flights at reasonable cost. All fifteen
companies said that they would need a U.S. customs facil-
ity at Calverton in order 1o operate there. While maost cus-
toms clearance activity takes place by computer, some
customs agents must be located at Calverton to perform
spot checks.

The following interview with Mr. Michael Tomasulo of Alr
Compagqg International. a medium-sized freight forwarder,
captures the general affifude of the freight forwarders with
whom we spoke: M. Tomasulo said that Calverton’s suc-
cess as a cargo agirpon would depend most heavily on the
relative cost of aircraft operations there. He referred specifi-
cally to landing fees at Calverton vis-a-vis those of other air-
ports in the region. He noted that it was extremely
expensive to land an aircraft at Kennedy Airport both be-
cause of congestion and because of relatively high union-
scale wages. He suggested that if landing costs af
Calverton were significanfly lower than at Kennedy — low
enough to justify trucking cargo from Kennedy to Calverton
— a Calverton operation specializing in flights to Europe
could become feasible. M. Tomasulo thought it unlikely
that the freight forwarders themselves would move to Cal-
verton in the foreseeable future because their business is
concentrated at Kennedy Alrport and because many ad-
ministradive functions must take place at headqguarters. In
the longer run, however, he thought it likely that some con-
solidation and clearance activity might eventually migrate
to Calverton. Mr. Tomasulo noted that freight forwarders
are already moving farther from Kennedy Airport in search
of lower real estate costs. With the implementation of a
computerized Automatic Billing System by the U.S, Customs
Service and the growing use of FAX machines. freight for-
warders have much greater locational flexibility and no
longer have to locate ot or adjacent to regional airports.
They could therefore be attracted by the relatively low real
estate costs that characterize the Calverton/Riverhead
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area. Mr. Tomasuio felt that Calverton would be a particu-
larly good location for time sensitive cargo that could dete-
riorate as a result of operational delays at Kennedy Airport.
Time sensitive cargo includes food, pharmaceuticals and
other perishables.

The survey results for the freight forwarders/cusioms brokers
are summarized in Table 2-26.

TABLE 2-26
Survey Results - Freight Forwarders/Customs Brokers
Fim Name Defavs al JFK Maior L ocationat Copsideration(s)
Aeronautics Express, inc. No None Given
Airstream Brokerage Corp. No None Given
Aba Foiwarding Co., Inc. Yos Existence of U.S. Customs Facilities
Airport Clearance Service, Inc. Yes Proximilty to Customers
Alison Transport, Inc. Yes Proximity to Customers; Availability of
Warehouse and Customs Facilities
All Flags Forwarding No Availabiity of Flights
Al Air Brokers No An Adequate Volume of Freight
Al Freight Intemational No The Needs of Overseas Associales
Cargo, Inc.
Almac Shipping Co., Inc. No An Adequate Voksme of Freight
Alomar Transport, lnc. No An Adecquate Volume of Freight;
Availability of Warehouse Facilities
Alpha International Yes  An Adequate Volume of fFreight;
Availability of Fiights
Air Tiger Express Corp. No An Adequate Volume of Freight;
Availabifity of Flights, Relalive
Cosls
Efficiency Systems Yes  Avaiability of Flights, Relative Costs
Air Compaq International Yes  An Adequate Volume of Freight;
Relative Cosls
Aero Marine Expediters, Inc. No An Adequate Volure of Freight

Source: LIRPS Air Fraight Provider Survay

Integrated Carriers/Major Airlines

Integrated carriers, which assemble cargo. fly it to its desti-
nation on their own planes. and distribute it, are the most
rapidly growing segment of the air cargo industry. If at least
one integrated carrier were to open a facility at Calver-
fon Airport, at least a modest level of cargo operations



would be possible. Because of the importance of the inte-
grated cariers to any potential cargo operation at Calver-
ton, LIRPB staff interviewed representatives of each of the
major carriers. These carriers and their representatives are
listed in Table 2-27. The staff also interviewed Lufthansa Air-
lines. a major airling with @ significant number of all-cargo
flights, and the U.S. Postal Service. which is Itself a major
user of air freight,

TABLE 2-27
Integrated Carriers and Major Alrlines Surveyed
Carmer Repmsentative
Airborne Express Mr. George Heino
Federal Express Mr. Randall Hoh
United Parce! Service Mr. Michael McAlpin
DHL Mr. Tony Bosco
Emery Airfines Mr. Hank Bartof
Buriington Airiines Mr. Thomas Slabowski
U.S. Postal Service Mr. Winston Dafly, Mr. Gary Thuro, Mr. Michasi Farrell
Lufthansa Aidines Mr, Manfred Bierswale

Based on these intervlews. the following facts became ap-
paient: the two major locational determinants for the inte-
grated cairiers are the volume of cargo in the surmounding
reglon and the cost of operating at given dirports. For inte-
grated, overnight carriers like Federal Express, DHL and the
U.S. Postal Service, timeliness and their competitive position
for custfomers are the driving force behind decisions invoiv-
ing location. While some carriers were skeptical of the abil-
ity of an airport to atitact enough cargo business without
offering passenger flights, others mentioned that shipping
cargo on passenger flights Is a very uncertain offair.

Because the integrated carriers do not rely to any great ex-
fent on freight forwarders for cargo. they make particularly
good candidates to become tenants at new satellite air-
ports. Large integrated carriers like Airborne Express cur-
rently have a sufficient share of the Long Islond market to
be able to dedicate entire vehicles to a Long Island airport
without splitfing up trucks. Integrated carriers such as DHL
and Federal Express, each of which has a large residential
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customer base on Long Iskand, are particularly good candi-
dates to locate at Colverton. DHL expressed a strong inter-
est In a new facllity at Calverton.

The interviews made it clear that large oir cargo carriers at
Kennedy. such as Lufthansa, are facing huge increases in
the rental cost of cargo space when their leases come up
for renewal in the mid-1990s. They, too, might consider shift-
ing some of thek operations to Calverton because of these
increcases.

Excerpts of the individual interviews follow:

1. AIRBORNE EXPRESS. Mr. Heino explained that Airborne
would definitely consider using flights going in and out
of Calverton if they met the scheduling needs of the
Company. Airborne would also land fiights at Calver-
ton if the londing costs were sufficiently low. Mr, Heino
emphasized that for the blig carriers like Airborne, the
amount of freight on Long Isiand itself was not the main
issue, aithough it is not insignificant. Many of Airborne’s
exports originate in various paits of the United States
and are directed to where there is avallable space
and to where the costs are lowest. He noted that many
cargo providers prefer 10 avoid Kennedy during busy
seasons because it is expensive and congested. He
said he wouldn’t hesitate to truck cargo to Calverton if
the costs at Calverton were sufficiently low. However,
during slow periods. when rates at Kennedy diop. Cal-
verton could be pushed out of the market, White My,
Heino thought that having passenger flights is usually im-
portant for an qliport, he also said that air freight on
passenger flights gets notoriously poor service, that the
availability of passenger flights Is Irregular and that
cargo is limited to packages that are less than 62
inches high.

2. FEDERAL EXPRESS. Mr. Randalt Holt of Federal Express’
Planning and Engineering Deparment in Memphis, Ten-
nessee said the Company will be moving to facilities at
Newark when its lease at Kennedy cornes up for re-
newal in about seven years. They expect to be able to
service all of their destinations from Newark. They are at
Kennedy today because they took over a large Flying



Tiger facility at Kennedy when they merged with that
firm. Mr. Holt said that if fhere were sufficient cargo vol-
ume on Long Island, Federal Express might land a small
theater craft at Calverton. It would first conduct its own
feasibility study of landing fees and rental costs af Cal-
verton. M. Holt said that in order io operate out of Cal-
veston, Federal Express would need runways of ar least
3.500 feeat, tie-down rental space, accessibility to jet
fuel, and a well-functioning weather reporting system
at Calverton.

During the early 1980s, Federal Express lahded a cargo
plane weekly at Islip MacArthur Airport. It subsequently
cancelled the operation in part because the runways
were 100 short o allow them to land the type of air-
craft they needed and in part because of fime restric-
tions on when their fights could land. According to Mr.
Al Werner, the Airport Manager at MacArthur, the car-
rier’s inability to fili the plane 10 capacity was also a
problem. Mr. Holt emphasized that integrated carriers
are in a highly competitive business and that timeliness
and competitive position vis-a-vis their customers is
what governs their decision to locate at given airports.

. UNITED PARCEL SERVICE. M. Michael McAlpin, an em-
ployee of U.P.S. air operations. explained that U.R.S. has
a massive ground infrastructure with 265,000 employees
and 125,000 vehicles. The company alse operates 135
cargo jets. Its decisions to locate at given airports are in-
fluenced primarily by the location of its existing ground
faciiities. U.P.S. currently has large breakdown and sort
centers in Melville and Farmingville. It uses air freight fa-
cilities at Kennedy and Newark Airporis and in Philadel-
phic. Their use of Kennedy generally dliows them o
make all of their Long Island deliveries in a timety man-
ner. M, McAlpin said that if Calverton had lower land-
ing costs and dllowed U.P.S. to land an
appropriate-sized aircraft, the company would con-
sider using it for Long Islkand deliveries. However, he indi-
cated that Long Island would have 1o generate a
larger volume of freight before U.P.S. would divert re-
sources from Kennedy to Calverton Airports.
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4. DHL. Mr. Tony Bosco, who is a cluster manager for DHL.
said that the carrier has been expanding its share of
the Long island residential market and would welcome
the opportunity 1o move freight in and out of Suffolk
County more efficiently. Custently, DHL trucks distribute
freight from Kennedy to Suffolk. Mr. Bosco said that the
overnight delivery industry is highly competitive and
that it is not service efficient to continue to do this. Mr.
Bosco said that a cargo facility in Suffolk would be
highly advantageous for serving its Suffolk customers in
a fimely manner. Mr. Bosco reiterated that it is ex-
fremety costly to land flights at Kennedy and at other
targe airports and that a satellite airport at Calverion
would probably result in a large cost savings for the car-
rier. Mr. Bosco explained that DHL. like other integrated
carriers, is essentially self-sufficient at dirports and needs
very few fixed-base qirport services. He suggested that
those freight forwarders who want to continue doing
business with DHL will foliow them to any airport from
which they choose 10 operate. If not, other freight for-
warders will take their place. My, Bosco explained that
DHL has not started an operafion at Stewart Airport be-
cause Long Island has been a much more significant
growth area for the company. They are therefore seek-
ing opportunities on Long Island 10 better serve their
Long Istand customers.

5. EMERY AIRLINES. Mr. frank Bartof noted that Emery had
recently started operations out of Stewart Airport to be
close to its largest customer, the IBM Corporation. Em-
ery currently lands one cargo aircraft per day at Ste-
wart. Whereas Federal Express and DHL emphasize
residential customars and have therefore expanded
their share of the Long Island market, Emery does not
cater 1o the residential market, Therefore, Emery is not
a prime candidate for potential cargo operations at
Caiverton Airport.

6. BURLINGTON AIRLINES. Mr. Thomas Slabowski, terminal
manager for Burlington, has an office in Farmingdale.
He shares a DC-8 cargo plane flying in and out of Ken-
nedy Airport with other Burlington branch offices. He



would like o make the Long Iskand station independent
of Kennedy Arport because of congestion and delays
at Kennedy. He noted that his Long Island customers
sometimes must wait an extra day for delivery because
of problems at Kennedy. He stressed that pleasing and
keeping his Long Island customer base, including the
Grumman Corporation, is his blggest concern. Cur-
rently, the Long Island station doesn’t have sufficient
cargo to fill an entire DC-9. However, he thinks this will
change and Is therefore optimistic about using a poten-
tial Calverton carge facility sometime in the future.

. US. POSTAL SERVICE. Mssrs. Dally. Thuro and Farrell work
at the Postal Service's Regional Planning Center in
Windsor, Connecticut. They indicated that the major lo-
cational consideration for the Postal Service is timely
service and not cost. Tne Postal Service owns 727 cargo
planes which are currently operated by an outside con-
tractor. Evergreen Alrdines. It also uses other airlines and
airports that specifically meet thelr service needs. For
example, the Postal Service currently uses Islip-Ma-
cArthur Alrport on a limited basis. They do not have em-
ployees there but perlodically truck cargo to
MacArthur and use American Alllines for transport. The
Postal Service does have a large number of employees
at both LaGuardia and Kennedy Alrporis. The Postal
Service negotiates two types of contracts with carmiers.
Under a National Systems Contract, they pay the car-
rier an agreed upon rate per pound. Under a Regional
Systems Contract, used by carriers that fiy to special re-
gions and serve smaller markets, the price per pound is
generally somewhat higher. The Albany and Bing-
harmton, New York areas are examples of smaller re-
gional markets.

The Postal Service is highly flexible and can use lift ca-
pacity at almost any airport. The postal service repre-
sentatives said that since cost is somewhat of a factor,
they would prefer 10 fruck mail a shorter distance from
Suffolk to Catverton than frorn Suffolk to Kennedy, How-
ever, in order for Catverton 1o be a feasible alternative,
it would either have to offer a multitude of scheduled
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flights or offer flights to out-of-the-way markets. Express
mail flights probably couldn’t use Calverton because
they must land near a large processing facility.

8. LUFTHANSA AIRLINES. Mr. Manfred Bierswaie said that
Lufthansa primarlly handled containerized cargo and
that 60% of it was shipped on ali cargo planes.
Lufthansa has one all cargo international flight daily. six
days a week. It bieaks down the cargo in its own facil-
ity and the cargo is spot checked by the U.S, Customs
Service. Mr. Bierswale said that Lufthansa’s primary loca-
tional consideration is the relative cost of operating ot
given alrports. Mr. Blerswale is concerned that his costs
of operation at Kennedy are becoming uneconomical.
In 1990, the Port Authority will take control of the corgo
facility that Lufthansa built at Kennedy and the airline
expects that ifs cost to rent the facility will increase by
1,000%. Having built the facikty, Lufthansa was leasing it
from the Port Authority for a very low rentatl fee. The
conversation with My, Bierswale seemed 1o suggest that
major international airlines that operate ait cargo flights
could move some or all of their facilities away from Ken-
nedy Alrport in the wake of sharply rising rental cosfs for
Cargo space,

The foregoing interviews suggest that those integrated car-
riers which recently expanded their share of Long lsland’s
residential market, notably DHL, would be most likely to use
cargo facilities at Calverton Airport, However, large inferna-
Honal alrines that have all cargo fights might aiso be good
candidates because of steeply rising rental costs at Kennedy.

Members of the Economic Advisory Committee to the Cal-
verton Alrport study questioned the veracity of these inter-
views and criticized the fact the wrtten questionnaires
were not sent fo senior personnel or decision-makers.

In response to this criticism, a covering letter and question-
naire was mailed 1o the President or Chief Executive Officer
of fifty-five air freight providers. The questionnaire sought to
ascertain their interest in utilizing potential air cargo facilities
at Calverton Airport. See Appendix E.



We received twenty-six written replies, a response rate of
47%. The air fretght providers that responded and the name
and titie of their representative are listed below:

— ArFiejoht Providet Beprasaptative Title

Aerolineas Argentinas Juan A. Martinez Cargo Manager

Aeromexico Cargo Douglas E. MacArthur President

Airbome Express Steve Eller Regional Field Services Manager

Air Canada Dave Taylor Senior Director, Cargo

Air China Intemational Cormp. Wu Kewang Deputy General Manager - U.S.A.

Air France Camille Allaz Director General

Air Jamaica, Lid. Rebert Armenlo Manager, Cargo Sales & Service

America West Airlines John Zembeck Senior Director, Cargo Sales & Service
American Aitlines James J. Canuso Division Manager, Cargo Sales NY/NE
American Teans Air R.A.Ward, Sr. Director, Cargo Sales & Service

Avianca Airlines Mauricio Rubio Markeling Manager, USA

British Airways John F. Veracruz Director of Cargo, Northeast USA

aWIA Tim D. Cook Senior V.P. - North America

Della Airlines, Inc. Hamis Morris Vice President, Properties

Fast Air Carrier, S A, Cedric J. Newnes Cargo Sales Manager

fFederal Express Oonald J. Taddia Senior Manager, Airport Relations & Development
iberia Airlines of Spain Waller G. Colon Cargo Sakes Manager, USA/Canada

KLM Cargo Andrew G. Morch Manager, Network Services, The Americas
Korean Air David A. Locue Deputy General Manager, Cargo Marketing, The Americas
Lufthansa German Airines Joachim Haas Vice President Cargo, USA

North Star Airlines Gregory Himoff Prasident

Northwesl Airlines David Behrends Vice President - Cargo

Nippon Cargo Airlines Co., Ltd. Peter M. Diefenbach Manager, Marketing

Olympic Airways Edward G. Cassidy Cargo Sales Manager, U.S.

Quanlas Aiways Bruce McCaffrey Vice President Freight, The Americas

Uniled Parcel Service Co. Ron Kraemer Long Aange Ptanning, Buildings and Faciiilies

Question 1 asked if the firm would consider using air cargo
facilities at Calverton Airport. Qusstion 2 asked what cir-
cumsfances would induce the firm to use air cargo facilities
at Calverton Airport.

The actual answers are as follows;

1 AEROLINEAS ARGENTINAS. No. We only have passenger
flights that arrive at JFK.
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2. AEROMEXICO CARGO. No. While we do operate
freighter aircraft, a split of our operations just to handle
freighter aircraft would not be cost effective. If the ma-
jority of the forwarder/consolidator community pres-
ently based at JFK were to move their Long Island
terminal functions to Calverton and the combination of
traffic yields from Calverton were sufficientty higher
than at JFK and the aircraft operating costs were suffi-
ciently lower 10 offset the added cost of a split cargo
terminal operation(we would consider using Calver-



ton). The alline costs for the terminat operations would
include facility costs, manpower costs, and dual com-
munication costs. The dircraft operating costs would in-
clude landing fees, fuel costs, ramp charges, loading
and unloading charges. An additional consideration is
the logistics costs of moving pallets and containers be-
tween the two facilities as well as the cost impact of
frucking the additional mileage to Calverton.

. AIRBORNE EXPRESS. Maybe. We might use Calverton
only for the very eastern end of Long Island. To feed
any of our Long Island terminals west of this Airport
wouldn’t work well, due to the heavy fraffic volume.
We might use Calverton If Islip were one end point on a
DC-9 Route where their volume along with another in-
termediate stop would make this feasible.

. AIR CANADA. No. We need to be located in Close prox-
imity to aircraft at Kennedy and LaGuardia and close
to major international freight forwarders. We might use
Calverton if it had a major cost advantage. However, it
is doubtful that this would be enough 1o offset locatlon.,

. AIR CHINA INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION. No. Calver-
ton would not comply with our internationat aviation
agreerment. It Is not convenient to use two different alr-
ports.

. AIR FRANCE. We will have to study the operation econ-
omy (of Calverton) for our alrline. In the New York area
we operate at both JFK and Newark airports, and have
carge building facllities in JFK for our cargo flights. Due
to the fact that all our passenger fleet will keep serving
the same airports, we don’t think that the opening of a
new base in this area can be anticipated in the near fu-
ture. Despite this feeling, we should like to get any Infor-
mation concerning your study conclusions.

AIR JAMAICA, LTD.. No. 90% of our freight originates and
terminates in Brooklyn and in the New York City areq.
Also, we use passenger aircraft to move freight.
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8. AMERICA WEST AIRLINES. No. We operate no freighter air-
craft.

9. AMERICAN AIRLINES. No. American Airlines presently op-
erafes passenger flights from Islip-MacArthur Airport,
Kennedy, and LaGuardia. American does not operate
all-cargo aircraft and therefore would not be able to
utilize Calverton’s planned cargo facility.

10.American Trans Alr. No. ATA has a limited New York flight
schedule operating from JFK only.

11.Avianca Airlines. No. Avianca operates to JFK Interna-
tional Airport as a gateway for both passengers and
cargo. To move such an operation will not be feasible
due to the importance of international connections out
of JFK.

12.BRITISH AIRWAYS. No. It is 70 miles away from our main
cargo base.

13.BWIA. No. We need to be with our passenger flights.

14.DELTA AR LINES, INC. We do not see a current or near
ferm requirement that would provide mutual benefit to
use Calverton Airport for cargo operations.

15.FAST AIR CARRIER. S.A. Maybe. We receive freight from
freight forwarders located in Manhattan, Jomaica,
N.Y., New Jersey, the Northeast ond Midwest, mostly by
roadfeeder service. The cost to them will increase since
Calverton is further than JFK Alrport. Consequently. the
business from them 1o us will decregase.

16.FEDERAL EXPRESS. Your goal 1o jointly operate Calverton
Alrport with Grumman is to be applauded. Having a
seven thousand foot and ten thousand foot runway
available for civilian use will be an asset to those carri-
ers who would choose to serve eastern Suffolk County
on Long islond. Unfortunately, at this time our plans do
not call for an additional airport facility in this area of



New York State. We are interesied in keeping a close
watch on the conversion of Calverton for joint use.

17 IBERIA AIRLINES OF SPAIN. We do not have all cairgo serv-
ices scheduled or plan to add these services on a regu-
lar basis in the near future. The only circumstances in
which we would consider a move (fo Calverton) would
be a heavy scheduling of freighters to New York,

18 KLM CARGO. Maybe. As a passenger/cargo airline op-
erating combi aircraft we must operate to JFK. How-
ever, future plans may include freighter aircraft. As
such, | would be interested in reviewing plans and pro-
posals for Catverton. The circumstances that would in-
duce us to use air cargo facilities at Calverton Airport
are: cost, proper infrastructwe, market

19 KOREAN AIR. No. Airport/facilities are too far from main-
stream activities around JFK Airport. This would create a
disadvantage for foreign flag carriers versus U.S. flag
cairiers, If air cargo agents are relocaied to Calverton,
airlines may consider moving their operations.

20.LUFTHANSA GERMAN AIRLINES. No. To operate a sepa-
rate cargo operation from our passenger operation af
JFK would be too cosily. JFK is already badly located
as far as the infrastructure is concerned. To have a
cargo facility further east on the island would mean fur-
ther distances by trucks on the already crowded Long
Island Expressway.

21.NORTH STAR AIRLINES. No. Cargoe facilities must be close
to freight forwarders and aircraft. If the aircraft is in east-
ern Long Iskand., all the cargo must be trucked from JFK
or Newark to the aircraft. This is very costly.

22 NORTHWEST AIRLINES. Maybe. We would consider any al-
ternative that offered lower costs and would not ad-
versely impact revenue or market share. We might use
Calverton if there are assurances from Calverton Air-
port on cost and we receive customer suppon.
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23.NIPPON CARGO AIRLINES CO., LTD. No. It would dupli-
cate owr operations at nearby JEK Airport. Most of our
cargo origin and destinations are in other directions:
north, west, and south of the New York City Metropoli-
tan Areq.

24 LYMPIC AIRWAYS. No. We do not operate any all cargo
aircraft to/from the United States.

25.QUANTAS AIRWAYS. No. All of the maijor freight forward-
ers are located at JFK. We might use Calverton if the
major forwarders relocated to this site.

26.UNITED PARCEL SERVICE CO. No. Being an Expreass Air
Carrier, it is critical for UPS to operate in airports that are
closest in proximity to our customer base. Given Calver-
ton’s location in eastem Long Istand. UPS would incur
additional operating expense and time delays in servic-
ing our major cusfomer base of western Long Island
and metropolitan New York City. We do not foresee
UPS moving our operation out of either Newark or John
F. Kennedy airports and relocating to Calverton be-
cause of the additional operating expense involved in
servicing New York City. However, if UPS” volume base
in eastern Long Island were 1o grow to the point where
we would need 1o fly an additional aiicraft to the New
York City metro/Long Istand area, we would consider fly-
ing that additional aircraft to Catverton, given the right
circumstances.

Although most of the foregoing responses were negative,
the following air freight providers said maybe or gave spe-
cific circumstances under which they would consider using
Calverton: Aeromexico Cargo, Airborne Express, Air Can-
ada. Fast Air Carrier S.A., Iberia Aittines of Spain. KLM Royat
Dutch Airlines, Korean Air, Northwest Aildines, Quantas Air-
ways, Unifed Parcel Service Company.

These responses appear to confirm our original finding that
there is a modest level of interest on the par of air cargo
providers in using potential air cargo facilifies at Calverton
Airport



Comparative Costs of Operation

The foregoing interviews suggested that the cost of operat-
ing at given airports was a major locational consideration.
Therefore, the costs of operating at various regional airports
including Kennedy, Islip MacArthur, Republic, Westhamp-
ton, and Stewart were analyzed.

Rates and charges at airports depend upon the size of the
agirport, the rental space and facilties available. the
amount of avaliable tand for additional construction, the
volume of air and ground activity, and the number of en-
planements. Two categories of charges are generally im-
posed: landing fees and terminal and building rental fees.
These are the major direct charges pertaining to commer-
cial air carriers. These costs have been compared for each
of the foregoing airports. It is belleved that the costs associ-
ated with Westhampton airport most closely approximate
potenfial costs at Colverton because they accurately re-
flect real estate prices on eastern Long lsland.

Since a cargo facllity at Calverton would most ikely siphon
business from Kennedy Alrport, a thorough understanding
of the fees imposed at Kennedy is useful. Kennedy has the
highest terminal and building rental fees, $40.00 per square
foot, of any of the regionat alrports studied. Comparable

fees are §25.00 at Republic, $17.00 at MacArthur, and $9.50
at Stewart. Kennedy was also characterized by the highest
landing fees. It charges $2.50 per thousand pounds as com-
pared with $0.85 at MacArthur, $0.70 of Westhampton,
$0.55 af Stewart, and $0.30 at Republic.

Discussions with air cargo carriers suggest that 6.000 square
feet of space constitutes a moderate-sized operation for
an aif cargo carrier. At current rental costs, renting 6,000
square feet of space at Kennedy would cost a carrier ap-
proximately $240.000 annually. The same amount of space
would cost approximately $150,000 at Republic, $102,000 ot
MacArthur, $57.000 af Stewart and $25.500 ot Westhampton.,

Assuming that each of these airports could support the
landing of a 727 with a 150,000 pound maximum landing
weight, the cost of landing one 727 weekly for 52 weeks
would be $19,500 at Kennedy, $6,630 at MacArthur, $5.460
ot Westhampton, $§4,290 at Stewart, and $2,340 ot Republic.
Given these assumptions, total annual costs for rental and
landing fees would be $259.500 at Kennedy. $152,300 at
Republic, $108,600 at MacArthur, and $61,300 at Stewart
and $31.000 ot Westhampton.,

These findings are summarized in Table 2-28.

TABLE 2-28
Alrport Cost Comparisons, New York Metropolitan Region
Rental Costs and Landing Fees

Rental Cost Per Landing Fees Per Annual Rental Cost of Landing Cost of 52 Total Annuat Rental
__ Airport Square Foot' 1,000 Pounds? Cost® a 727 Landings Annually and Landing Fees
Kennedy $40.00 $2.50 $240,000 « $375.00 $19,500 $259 500
MacArthur 17.00 0.85 102,000 127.50 6,630 108,630
Republic 25.00 0.30 150,000 45.00 2,340 152,340
Westhampton 425 0.70 25,500 105.00 5460 30,960
Stewart 9.50 0.55 57,000 82.50 4,290 61,290

Note: *Rental costs difter tor warshousa, counter, terminal and office space. Since some Long Island aisports do not have all types of spaces. one uniform rental

rats has been used.
’Represents a flat charga per aircraft
’Based on 6.000 squate leel
‘wilp a landing weight of 150,000 pounds
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It is clear from the foregoing statistics that the cost of doing
business is much cheaper at east end satellite airports than
at alarge hub airport such as Kennedy.

Other costs of doing business are also significantly higher at
Kennedy than at east end qirports. For example, commer-
cial air camiers must also pay for a share of airport security
operations. Minimum secuiity standards are specified in
Part 107 of the Federal Air Regulations. Security costs are
significantly higher in hub dirports than in satellite airports
because security operations in hub airports usually exceed
Federal standards. Kennedy is a category x airport whose
security plan must be filed with the Port Authority and ap-
proved by the Federal Aviation Administration. Most cate-
gory x airports have computerized access cord systems to
which all airflines using the airport must contribute. This
amounts o one-fime charge of $30.000 fo $50,000 per air-
line. In addition, dilines must provide security for their own
facilities. At Kennedy, this Involves a minimum cost of sev-
eral hundred thousand dollars, At smalier airports, by con-
trast. airlines pay only for checkpoint security.

Kennedy also imposes an array of costly charges most of
which are notf imposed at the other regional airports stud-
ied. These charges are listed in T»Dle 2-29.

TABLE 2-29
Miscellaneous Fees Charged by Kennedy Airport
Iype of Fo Amgunt

Public Passenger Ramp and Apyon $50 for first 15 minutes; $100 for
Area Charges every 15 minules thereafter

Public Area Parking and Storage Area
Charges
General Terminal Charges

$15to $45 for first eight hours
$235 per plane amival

Source: Long Island Regional Planning Board

If Calverton is to become a cargo facility, a fullservice
fixed base operator (FBO) will be needed there. Fixed base
operators provide a number of services for air carriers in-
cluding fueling, aircraft maintenance, hangar and terminal
maintenance, leasing of ground equipment. ground han-
diing. renting of hangar space, fie-downs, and de-icing.
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Fixed base operators generally pay the airport at which they
are based a percentage of their gross revenues, a fuel flow-
age fee, and space rental charges. The cost to the carriers
for FBO services depends to some extent on what the airport
charges the FBO. It also depends on the kinds of services that
the FBO is asked to provide. If Kennedy charges its FBOs more
than Calverton does. a fikely possibility. the extra cost would
be passed on to carriers operating out of Kennedy further in-
flating the cost of doing business there. A list of FBOs operat-
ing atf the various regional airports is shown in Table 2-30.

TABLE 2-30
Fixed Base Operators at New York Area Airports
Aipog Qoenalor
Kennedy AMR Services, Ogden Allied
MacAsthur Long Island Jet Center, Mid-Island Air Service,
. Audson General
Republic Beechcraft East, Million Air
Brookhaven Mid-Island Air, Brooklield Aviation
Westhampion Sky East Setvice, Malloy Air East

The comparative cost analysis clearly shows that air cargo
providers operating out of a potential cargo facility at Cal-
verton Airport would have significantly lower operating
costs than they cuirently have at Kennedy Airport.

Air cargo companies operating at Calverton would also
have a competitive cost advantage over Kennedy Airport
for companies located in Westchester County. Trucking
cargo from Westchester to Calverton would cost approxi-
mately double what it would cost to truck cargo from
Westchester to JFK. If an integrated carrier trucked 150,000
pounds of cargo annually from Westchester, the total truck-
ing cost to JFK would be approximately $9.000. while the
total trucking cost to Calverton would be approximately
$18.000. However, when the annual rental cost and the an-
nual cost of enplanements are included, the total annual
cost of operating at John F. Kennedy Airport would be
$268.500. The annual cost of operating at East Hampion
Airport, which closely approximates potential operating
costs at Calverton, would be approximately $87.936 or
$180.564 less than at JFK.



PART FIVE

An Economic Development Plan For Calverton

Interviews with Long Island manufacturers, freight forward-
ers and other air cargo providers suggested that at least o
modest level of oir cargo operations at Calverion would be
feasible. Based on these findings, which were presented in
Parts Threa and Four, the staff developed three afternative
economic development plans for the avallable acreage
within the fence at Calverton. These scenarios were based
on an analysis of the types of facilities available at other
cargo airports such as Stewart, Kennedy., Newark, Dulles,
Hartfield (Atlanta), Miomi and Bradley (Connecticut). They
are also based on our perceptions of Calverton’s unique lo-
cational advantages.

The Scenarios

All three scendarios envision a Fixed Base Operator (FBO) at
Calverton. The FBO woud provide such services as fueling,
routine aircraft maintenance. hangar and terminal mainte-
nance, leasing of ground equipment, ground handling.
renting of hangar space, tie-downs, and de-icing. Ali three
scenarios also envision an airport manager who would per-
form routine administrative and maintenance functlons in-
cluding repalrs on buldings, roads, lighting and airfield
pavements. Facllities for sanitary and Industriol waste treat-
ment will also be needed In all three scenarios. These facili-
ties will be discussed in greater detail In the environmental
segment of the report.

The three scenarios envision an integrated carder, such as
DHL. which would conduct modest operations — one
cargo flight per day — out of Calverton. In oll three scenai-
ios there would also be an industrial park specializing in
light, high-technology. high value-added industiies such as
instruments, cameras, pharmaceuticals and similar enter-
prises. it is anficipated that the park would be competitive
for firms fhat deal with perishable commodities or that re-
quire just-in-fime delivery and use of parts and equipment.
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We focused on high value-added industiies because such
Industries are most likely to afford to ship their products by
air. An air cargo facility would also be needed in afl three
scenarios to accommodate the operations of the inte-
grated carrier, the freight forwarders, and the cargo gener-
ated by firms in the on-site Industrial park.

Scenario 1 also envisions a Foreign Trade Zone (FT2). Islip
MacArthur Airport already has a foreign frade zone consist-
ing of 52.6 acres. The zone contains 430,000 square feet of
office/warehousing/manufacturing space distributed over
thirteen buildings. Approximately 70% of this square foot-
age Is occupied. Since the Federal government considers
all of tong Island as one foreign trade zone, any foreign
trade zone at Calverton would be considered a sub-zone
of the Islip Foreign Trade Zone.

In o foreign frade zone, foreign and domestic merchandise
Is generally considered to be in international commerce.
Foreign or domestic merchandise may enter this enclove
without a formal customs entry or the payment of custom
duties or government excise taxes. Merchandise enterlng
the zone may be stored. tested, relabeled and repack-
aged, repaired, assembled. manufactured and/or proc-
essed. The advantage of an FTZ ts that if the final product is
exported from the United States, no U.S. custems duty or ex-
cise tax is levied. Calverton Aiport, by vinue of its geo-
graphic location, is particularly suited to a foreign trade
zone from which goods can be exported to European mar-
kets. if the final product is imported Into the United States,
customs duty and excise taxes are due only at the time of
fransfer from the foreign-tfrade zone to the United States.
Moreover. the duty paid is the lower of that applicable to
the product itself or its component parts. Thus, an FTZ pro-
vides unique opportunities to redlize customs duty savings
by zone users.

Throughout the United States, forelign trade zones have
been used by the following types of firms and/or for the
following purposes:



« A mojor U.S. company that manufactures typewiiters
from domestic and foreign components for both do-
mestic and export markets.

- A magjor electronics finn engaged in warehousing, test-
iNg. and repairing components.

« A European firm repacking merchandise for export 10
Canada.

a wide variety of pharma-

»  Major U.S. firms producin
and export.

cedtical goods for im

- fForeign firms adding or subtracting componenfs 1o
meet U.S, standards

« Manufacture of o wide range of office equipment by
U.S.-based fims, including copiers, computers and printers.

« Flovor ond fragrance processing for import and export.

- Production of photographic materials for import and ex-
port.

«  Production of window coverings for import and export

» Producfion of consumer appliances for import and ex-
port.

Firms use a foreign trade zone fO maintain the cost-com-
petitiveness of their U.S.-based operations vis-a-vis their for-
eign-based competitors. Use of an FiZ provides an
opportunity to reduce certain operating costs associated
with a U.S. location that are avoided when operating from
a foreign site. A foreign frade zone at Calverton could
stimulate existing local business activity in addition to at-
tracting new jobs.

Scenario 2 envisions an aviation maintenance facility in-
stead of a foreign trade zone.

In Scenario 3, Caiverton would have both a foreign frade
zone and an aviafion maintenance facility. An aviation
maintenance facility generally performs a Hormme Base or D
Level maintenance check. All planes are brought in fora D
level maintenance check after about 10,000 hours of flying
time. Such a check requires that the plane be completely
dismantled and serviced through o the interior. It is neces-
sary 1o be a Federally-licensed mechanic or fo work under
one in order to perform D level maintenance. D level main-
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tenance is a highly specialzed operation that is not per-
formed by regular fixed base operafors.

The facilities envisioned at Calverton under Scenarios 1, 2,
and 3 are summarized in Table 2-31.

TABLE 2-31
Facilities Envisioned For Calverton Under Scenarios 1,2, and 3
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenano 3
fFixed Base Operator  Fixed Base Operaler Fixed Base Operator
Alrport Manager Airport Manager Airport Manager
Air Cargo Facility Air Cargo Facifly Air Cargo Facility
Foreign Trade Zone  Aviation Maintenance Facility Foreign Trade Zone
Industral Park Industrial Park Industrial Park
integrated Camer  Inlegrated Camier Aviation Maintenance Facility
- - Integrated Carrier

Source: LIRPB Statf

Background Information Regarding Square Foolage Required;
Jobs Generated

The square footage required to accommodate each of
the foregoing facilities and the jobs likely to be generated
by each were estimated based on interviews with knowl-
edgeable sources.

FACILITIES NEEDED TO ACCOMMODAIE AN INTEGRATIED
CARRIER. We developed information regarding the square
footage and employment fhat would be associated with a
modest integrated carrier operation. In doing so. we used
the Emery courier service operation at Stewart Airport as a
model. According to Mr. Wally Ganter, the chief engineer
at Lockheed, which has the management confract at Ste-
wart Airport. Emery lands one plane daily at Stewart Airport.
Emery occupies thirfeen of the sixteen bays at Stewart’s
cargo facility Emery employs between twenty and thirty
people at Stewart for its operations. Discussions with Mr. Bill
Concannon of Air France suggested that these employ-
ment numbers are realistic. He said that it requires approxi-
mately thirteen cargo handlers to turn around a 747 aircraft
containing 180,000 pounds of freight. The other employees
(this represents the difference between 13 and 20 to 30)



are either monagerial or clerical support staff. Integrated
carriers are relatlvely low-wage operations because they
are generally not unionized. Our discussions indicated that
houry wages of $6 to §7 are common.

FACILITIES NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE A FIXED BASE OP-
ERATOR. At Stewart Airport, the fixed base operator is AMR.
They occupy two hangars, each of which is befween
70,000 and 100.000 square feet In size. At Stewart, AMR
does maintenance work, usually on small planes, and un-
loads cargo from the belly of passenger planes. AMR em-
ploys 100 persons at Stewart at an average houtly wage of
$6 10 §7.

FACILITIES NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE AN AIRPORT MAN-
AGER. At Stewant Airport, Lockheed, the firm with the man-
agement contract, employs thirty-five people full-time plus
summer temporaries. Thelr functions include both admini-
stration ond maintenance. The maintenance function in-
cludes repairs on buildings, roads, lighting, ond airfield
pavements. Lockheed’s maintenance employees are paid
approximately $13 an houwr. Its adminlstrative employees,
which include accountants and bookkeepers, eamn com-
parable salaries.

FACILITIES NEEDED FOR AN INDUSTRIAL PARK. Mr. Gary
Nelson of Heartland Associates was able 1o tell us how the
Edgewood Industrial Park in Brentwood functions. The park
has 1.8 milion square feet of space, 5% of which is occu-
pied. The park speclalizes Iin light manufacturing and distn-
bution. It employs about 1,500 people at average hourly
wages of between 55 and $7. The park contains thirty sepa-
rate buildings. They range In size from 15,000 square feet to
280.000 square feet.

Mr. Walter Pollock of the Parr Organization provided infor-
mation regarding the Brookhaven R and D Pleza in
Yaphank. Unlike the Edgewood industrial Park which con-
tains food distributors, injection molders, and manufacturers
of plastic bottle caps, the Brookhaven R and D Plaza is pri-
marily a high-technology industrial park. Its tenants include
pharmaceutical firms, electronics fims, and a manufac-
turer of sports medicing equipiment. Some of these firms do
business with the Brookhaven National Laboratory. Most of
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the jobs atf the park are well-paying white-collar and skilled
blue-caollar jobs.

We developed a model for a potential industrial park ot
Calverton based on these and related conversations.

FACILIMES NEEDED FOR AN AVIATION MAINTENANCE OPERA-
TION. Mr. Lee Roche, the Assistant Manager at MacArthur
Airport, provided extremely useful information concerning
the operations ond space requirements of aviafion mainte-
nance facilities. A large hangar is needed for D level main-
tenance. An absolute minimum would be about 100,000
square feet. This would allow for servicing one 747 aircroft
at a time and would require a workforce of about 150 peo-
ple. Since most such mainfenance people are licensed
mechanics, the average houily wage at such a facility
would be between 518 and $20.

An aviation maintenance faciiity at Calverton could also
be used to retrofit jet aiccraft. Valsam Portners, a Purchase,
New York firm that refrofits jet akrcraft has already expressed
interest in operating out of Calverfon. Valsam specidlizes in
retrofitting 727s with quiet Stage 3 engines. Valsam has ex-
clusive U.S. rights to retrofit the 727 to Stage 3, which is the
most quiet aircraft designation. The company hos already
done extensive Stage 3 work for Federal Express and other
air cairiers. A typical retrofitting of a 727 — including the re-
placement of the two wing-mounted engines and the in-
staliation of a hush kit o muffle the tail engine — requires
8.000 to 9,000 manhours. The Federal Aviation Administra-
tion estimates fhat more than 400 retrofitted 727s will be in
service by the year 2003 and that they will comprise 6.9% of
the U.S. jet fleet.

FACILITIES REQUIRED FOR A FOREIGN TRADE ZONE. The
proposed foreign trade zone for Calverton was modeled
on the Islip MacArthur Forelgn Trade Zone. That zone cur-
rently contains 600 Jobs paying average hourly wages of
between $5 and $6. Approximately 301,000 square feet of
430.000 availoble square feet within the zone are currently
occupied.

THE AIR CARGO FACILITIES REQUIRED. Mr. Wally Ganter
provided deifailed information about the cost of construct-



ing a cargo facility. He fold us that Stewari had built a
50,000 square foot facility five years ago. The fotal cost was
S1 million for site work and $2.5 million for the building itself.
The facility measures 100 feet by 500 feet and has sixteen
bays. It was pre-engineered, which means that it used pre-
fabricated metal which was iaid over a frame. The job em-
ployed fifteen skiled construction workers and five office
suppon workers for six months., The construction workers
were paid between $15 and $20 howly. The office support
staff was paid between $8 and S10 hourly. The same cost
factors would apply to the construction of hangar and
warehouse facilities which are also usually prengineered.

The following estimates of square foolage requirements,
jobs generated and average wages were largely based on
the foregoing discussions.

Potential Activity At Calverton: Space Requirements, Jobs Generated,

Average Salanes

1. THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE. Our discussions suggested
that with respect to the construction of airport facilities,
including cargo, light manufactuing. warehouse, and
office facilities. approximately one construction job is
generated for every 5,300 square feet built. In order to
estimate how many jobs would be generated during
the construction phase, it was necessary to first esti-
mate the total square footage to be constructed un-
der each of the three scencarios.

It was estimated that 200,000 square feet would be
needed for the fixed base operator. This is the square
footage occupied by the fixed base operator at Ste-
wart Airport. It was estimated that a 130,500 square
foot facility would be needed for the airport manager.
This facility would include a U.S. Custom’s operation as
well. Once again, this square footage was patterned
on the square footage occupied by the Airport Man-
agei’s operation at Stewart Airport We envision an air
cargo facility of about 500.000 square feet This facility
would service the operations of at least one integrated
carrier (seven flights per week), the operations of
freight forwarders, and would accommodate the
cargo generated by firms in the on-side industrial park.

By way of comparison, Stewart airport currently has
250.000 square feet of cargo space in place or under
construction and plans on additional 250.000 square
foot facility.

Based on discussions with Mr. Roche at MacArihur Air-
port, we envision an aviation maintenance facility of
1,305,000 squaie feet. A facility of this size could accom-
modate D level maintenance operations for several

747 aircraft. it could also accommodate a retrofitting
operation for 727 jet aircraft.

We envision an industrial park whose buildings would ut-
timately contain 4,400,000 square feet of space in the
aggregate. According to the Institute of Transportation
Engineers” Trip Generation manual, Fourth edition, in-
austrial parks specializing in light manufacturing indus-
tries require 440 square feet per employee. We
currenfly estimate that as many as 10,000 jobs could be
attracted to an industrial park at Calverton provided
that a modest air cargo operation was available. This
would generate a need for 4 400000 square feet of space.

It is estimated that 540,000 square feet of space would
be needed for a foreign tfrade zone at Calverion. Ma-
cArthur Airport currently has a foreign frade zone com-
prising 430,000 square feet of which 301,000 square feet
are currently occupied. A dighily larger zone was pro-
jected for Caiverton because of the avdilability of a
modest cir cargo operation.

The estimated square footage for facilities under each
scenario is summarized in Table 2-32. Under scenario 1,
5.770.500 square feet would be constructed. Under sce-
narios 2 and 3, the square footage would be 6,535,500
and 7,075,500 respectively. Given the ratio of one job
per 5.300 square feet consteucted., it is estimated 1,089
jobs would be generated during the construction
phase under scenario 1, 1,233 jobs would be gener-
ated under scenario 2. and 1,335 jobs would be gener-
ated under scenario 3.



TABLE 2-32

Square Footage Required For Faclfities Envisioned Under Scenarios 1,2, and 3

Fixed Base Operalor 200,000 Fixed Base Operakor 200,000 Fixed Base Operalor 200,000
Airport Manager/U.S. Customs 130,500 A#port Manager).S. Customs 130,500 Airport Manager/V,S. Customs 130,500
Air Cargo Facility/integrated Carrier 500,000 A Cargo Facility/mtegrated Carner 500,000 Air Cargo Facility/integrated Carrie 500,000
foreign Trade Zone 540,000 Aviation Mamntenance Facility 1,305,000 Foreign Trade Zone 540,000
Industrial Park 4.400,000 [ndustrial Park 4,400,000 Aviation Maintenance Facilty 1,305,000
Indusirial Park 4,400,000
i Total 5,770,500 Total 6,535.500 Total 7,075,500 |
In order to estimote the economic impact of these TABLE 2-33
jobs. It was necessary to estimate how many would be Wages Generated During the Construction Phase Under
relatively high-wage construction Jobs and how many Scenarios 1,2, and 3
would be lower-wage administrative and clerical sup- Sconao 1 Sconaio ? Scenago 3
port Jobs. We based our estimates on Mr. Wally Ganter’s Total Square Feet 5,770,500 6,535,500 7.075.500
cost doto for constructing a 50.000 square foot cargo Total Jobs 1.089 1233 1335
facility at Stewart airport. On that Job. three-quariers of Average Hourly Salary $19 $10 319
the workers were skilled construction workers and the re- Average Weekly Salary $760 $760 $760
mainder were administrafive ond clerical support staff. Average Annual Salary $39,520 $39,520 $39.520

At cuirent wages we estimate an average hourly wage
of §22 for the construction workers and $10 hourly for
the clerical support staff. Glven the projected mix of
construction and clerical workers, the average hourly
wage for the construction phase would be about $19.
The average weekly wage would be $740 for a forty
hour week. Based on these estimotes. the total wages
injected into the Long Island economy during the con-
struction phase would range between $43.0 millon and
$52.7 million. These estimates are sammarized In Table 2-33.

The foregoing amounts refer o wages and salories
only. Other costs of construction, such as materiols and
equipment have not been included.

THE PERMANENT PHASE. This section projects how many
jobs could be generated at Colverton during the per-
manent phase of operations and the payroll assoch-
ated with those jobs.

- FIXED BASE OPERATOR. The fixed base operator is

projected to employ 100 people at Calverton tt on

Total Payrolis Infected into the |

Source: LIAPB slall
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ovexo?e hourly wage of $8.00. This Is the size and the
prevailing woge associated with the fixed base
operation af Stewart Airpod.

AIRPORT MANAGER/U.S. CUSTOMS OPERATION. tt is
projecied thot 35 persons would be employed in the
management/customs gperction al Calverton at on
average hourly wage of 513.00. Once again, this is the
size and the prevalling wage assoclated with the airport
manage!’s opeiation at Stewart Almport.

AR CARGO FACILITY The 500000 square foot air corgo
tacility is projected to generate 370 jobs ot on average
hourty wage of §7.00. These projections are based on the
foct that Emery, an integrated canier, currently smploys
30 persons at an average hourly woge of $7.00to
service 40,500 squatre feet of corgo space at Stewart
Airport,



- INDUSTRIAL PARK. The 4.4 million square foot industricl
park could generate as many as 10000 jobs. This
projection incorporates a iatio of 440 square feet per
Job, the standard used for light manufacturing by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers. These workers are
projected to earn an estimated average houry wage of
$7.00. The 1990 census indicated that 153,165 blue-collar
woikers lived in Suffolk. Many of them could presurmnably
fill potential jobs at the Calverton Industral Park. The Park
could olso house an Agricultural and Environmenial
Technology International Incubator Program. This
program has been proposed by the Town of Riverhaad
to provide a stimulus to the existing agricuitural and
marine economies of eastern Long Island.

- FOREIGN TRADE ZONE. The 540,000 square foot foreign
trade zone could generate an estimated 1,075 jobs at
an average houily wage of $§7.00. This projeciion reflects
the curent relationship between jobs and square
footage in the foreign trade zone af MacArhur Airport,
At MacArthur, 600 employees currently occupy 301,000
square feet of space, which is equivalent to 502 square
feet per job. They earn an average hourly wage of 57.00.

- AVIATION MAINTENANCE FACILITY This 1,305 000 square
foot facility is projected 1o generate approximately 600
jobs at an average hourly wage of $15.00. This would
allow for seivicing three 747 aircraft simuftaneously. it
could also accommodate a reticfitting operation. This
projection is based on our discussions with Mr. Lee
Roche. the Assistant Manager at MacArthur Aiport.

Table 2-34 surmmaiizes our projections of potential empiloy-
ment at Colverton under Scenarios 1, 2. and 3.

Table 2-35 projects the wages and salaries that would be
injected into the Long Island economy annudlly if the fore-
going developments occurred. These figures are predi-
cated on a 40-hour work week and a 52-week year. The
estimates range fiom 169.2 million under scenario 1 to al-
most $188.0 million under scenario 3.
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Site Plans For Calverton

We have developed site plans for Calverton based on sce-

narios 1, 2, and 3. The structures envisicned in scenario 1

would occupy about 133 acres. The structures envisioned in
scenario 2 would occupy about 150 acres. The structurss
envisioned in scenario 3 would occupy about 163 acres.

TABLE 2-34
Projected Employment During the Permanent Phase
Under Scenarios 1,2, and 3

_ EMPLOYMENT
Function Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenano 3

Fixed Base Operator 100 100 100
Airport Manager/Customs Operation 35 35 35
Air Cargo Facity 370 370 370
Industrial Park 10,000 10,000 10,000
Foreign Trade Zone 1,075 — 1,075
Aviation Maintenance Facility — 600 600
| Total 11,580 11,105 12180 |

Source: LIRPB Statt

TABLE 2-35

Projected Annual Wages and Salarles During the Permanent

Phase Under Scenarios 1,2, and 3

ANNUAL WAGE AND SALARY PAYMENTS___

Function Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Fixed Base Operator $1,664,000 $1,664,000 $1,664,000
Airport Managed/Customs 946,400 946,400 46 400
Operation
Air Cargo Facility 5387200 5,387,200 5,387 200
Industrial Park 145,600,000 145,600,000 145,600,000
Foreign Trade Zone 15,652,000 —_ 15,652,000
Avizlion Mainlenance Facility _— 18,720,000 18,720,000
| Total 169249600 172.317.600 187,969,600

Source: LIRPB Stalf



PART Six

The Impact of the Calverton Economic Development

Altematives on the Long Island Economy

This chapter fraces the impact of Calverton economic de-
velopment scenarios 1, 2, and 3 on the Long Islkand econ-
omy. It also analyzes the economic Impact of a possible
pull out by the Grumman Corporatfion from the Calverton
facility. The direct impacts of scenorlos 1, 2, and 3 in terms
of employment and wages generated were described In
Part Five, This chapter describes the Indirect or multiplier et-
fects of these development projects on Long Island’s oul-
put, earnings, and employment,

Methodology, Data Sources

THE MULTIPLIER DEFINED. The mechanism whereby a change
In output or employment in one industry affects the level of
oufput or emplioyment in other industries is known as the
multiplier. The impact of the original incredase (or decrease)
in output or employment is multiplied through successive
rounds of business fransactions so that the uitimate effect
on output, earnings. and employment is actually a muitiple
of the original change. Hence, the term muitiplier. Mutipli-
ers can operate upward or downward. If output in a glven
industry increases by $100 and, as a resuit, ten new jobs are
created within the Long Island economy, then ten jobs con
be lost if output in that iIndustry declines by $100.

THE INPUT-OUTPUT MODEL USED TO CALCULATE MULTIPLIERS.
In order to determine the multiplier effects associated with
the potential economic development of Calverton Airport,
a series of input-output equations that describe interindus-
try retationships on Long sland were used. An input-output
table shows the industrial distribution of inputs purchased
and outputs sold for each industry. The input-output muiti-
pliers used In the following analysis are specific to the Long
Island economy. They were developed for the Long Istand
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Regional Planning Board by the Bureau of Economic Ancly-
sis of the U.S. Commerce Department.

The model uses three types of muitipliers — for output, earn-
ings, and employment to describe the network of linkages
between Long Island industries. The output multipliers show
how an extra doliar of output in one indusiry, e.g. the con-
struction industry, affects the level of output in all other
Long Island industries, The earnings multipliers show how
eamnings levels throughout the Long Island economy
chonge as the level of output in each industry changes.
The employment muitipliers show how employment levels
throughout the Long Islond economy change in response
to output changes in each Industry. Through these multiph-
ers, the model is able 1o porray the impact of any signifi-
cant economic development project on Long Island’s
major industries and on the Long kland economy as a
whole.

The Economic Impact of Scenario 1

The economic impact of scenario 1 has been estimated
both for the construction phase and the permanent phase
of operation.

THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE. Scenario 1 would involve con-
struction of 5.770,500 square feet of carge. industrial, and
related space at Calverdon Airport (See Table 2-32). We
based our estimates of the potential cost of constructing
this amount of square footage on the fact that it cost $3.5
million to construct a 50.000 square foot cargo facility ot
Stewart Airport five years ago. Since construction costs
have risen since that time, the construction cost estimates
based on this relationship are conservative and probably
underestimate the true impact on the Long kkand economy.

If it costs approximately $3.5 millon to construct o $50,000
square foot cargo facility, then it would cost approximately
$403.935.000 to construct 5,770,500 square feet of cargo
and related space. Of this amount, 543,037,280 would be
spent on salaries (See Table 2-33) leaving $360,897.720 for



other construction expenses such as the purchase of mate-
rials and equipment. Assuming that three-quarters of all
materials and equipment used in the project is purchased
on Long Istand, the construction pnase of scenario 1 would
inject a total of $313.710.,570 ($43.037.280 plus $270.673.290)
info the Long Island economy.

The indirect or muliiplier impact of this additional spending
on total Long island output, earnings, and employment is
shown in Table 2-36. The figures in parenthesis are the ac-
tual multipliers for each ingustry taken dlrecﬂy from our in-
put-output maodel.

The findings show that if an additional $313.710,570 in con-
struction spending were injected into the Long Island econ-
omy. total Long Island output would expand by
approximately $610 milion including the original expendi-
ture. This is equivalenf to a mulliplier of almost 1.95. The
greatest impact would occur in the construction industry if-
self where total output would expand by more than $319
milion including the original $313.7 milion increase in con-
struction spending. Howeves, there would be ripple effects

in other industries as well. Manufacturing output would ex-
pand by 372 million and service industry output would ex-
pand by a lke amount. Construction spending of fhis
magnifude would also have an impact on Long island’s
agricutural and fishing industries where output would ex-
pand by more than $5 million.

Earnings would also increase because the increased con-
struction spending would induce firms to hire additional
workers and/or offer overtime 10 existing workers. For every
dollar spent during the construction phase, earnings on
Long Island would increase by approximately $0.67. Thus,
with an expenditure of $313,710.570, total earnings on Long
Island would increase by more than $211 million. The great-
est earnings increase, almost $111 million, would occur in
the construction industry itself.

Although only 1,089 construction jobs would be created at
the Calverton site itself, (See Table 2-33) the project would
generate a total of 8,313 jobs throughout the Long Island
economy during the construction phase, Of these. aimost
3.800 or 46% of the total would be in the construction indus-

TABLE 2-36
The Economic Impact of Additional Construction Spending of $313,710,570 Under Calverton Economic Deveiopment
Scenario 1
Empioyment

Industry Qulput Increase” (%) Earnings Increase” {$) Increase™” {(No.)
Consliruction $319,263,247 (1.0177) $110,739,81 (.3530) 3,796 (12.1)
Manufacturing 72,027,947 (0.2296) 20,422,558 (.0651) 753 (2.4)
Transportation, Communications, Utilities 26,822,254 (0.0855) 8,501,556 (.0271) 282 (0.9)
Wholesale Trade 29,080,970 (0.0927) 11,387,694 (.0363) 345 (11)
Retaif Trade 36,013,973 (0.1148) 17,881,502 (.0570) 1,192 (3.8)
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 50,695,628 (0.1616) 7,780,022 (.0248) 251 {0.8)
Seqvices 71,745,607 (0.2287) 33,284,691 (.1061) 1,663 (5.3)
Other (Agriculture & Fishing) 5,050,740 {0.0161) 1,380,327 (.0044) 31 (0.1)
Total 610,700,366 (1.9467) 211,378,181 (.6738) 8,313 26.5

'Represents the impacl of each $1 of added consiruction spending.
“*Represents the impact of each $1 million of added constrection speading.

Source: LIRPB based on Long Island AIMS Il multipliers developed by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Commerce Department
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fry. This figure Inciudes the 1,089 on-site construction jobs. In
addition, an estimated 753 additional manufacturing jobs,
1.192 retail jobs and 1,663 service Jobs would be created on
Long Island during the construction phase.

THE PERMANENT PHASE. Under scenario 1. an estimated
11,580 direct jobs would be created at Calverton during
the permanent phase and an estimoted $169,249.600 in
additional wages would be injected into the Long Island
economy (See Tables 2-34 and 2-35).

Table 2-37 traces the secondary impact of these wages on
output, earnings, and employment throughout the Long
Island economy. Given the projected mix of activities at
the airport, approximately three-quarters of these wages
would be manufacturing wages and the remaining one-
quarter would reflect wages attributable to business service
employment. The distinction is significant because different
multipliers are associated with a dollar of manufacturing
wages and a dollar of business senvice wages.

The findings show that added payioll spending of
$169.249,600 at Calverton would boost fotal Long Island
output by $340,064,760. This is equivalent to an output multi-
plier of 2.01. Total Long Island eamings would increase by
$121.978,186. Thus, for every dollar of wages paid at Calver-
ton, total Long Island earnings would increase by 72 cents.
The model also indicates that 4,215 indirect jobs would be
created as a result of the 11,580 jobs added at Calverton.
Of these, 1,540 would be In manufacturing, 1,731 in services
and 440 in retail frade.

Thus, the developments envisionad under Scenario 1 would
create g total of 15,795 Long Island jobs. It should be noted
that the indirect impact of the purchase of goods and serv-
ices by potential firms at Calverton has not been calcu-
lated. The impact of such purchases connot be accuratety
computed until actual development occurs. However, if
such purchases were factored into the analysis. the number
of indirect jobs generated would be greater.
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The Economic Impact of Scenario 2

The same procedures were followed in evaluating the eco-
nomic impact of scenario 2 under the construction phase
and the permanent phase of operation.

THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE. Scenario 2 would involve con-
struction of 6.535.500 square feet of cargo. industrial and re-
lated space at Calverton Airport (See Table 2-32). If it costs
approximately $3.5 million to builld o 50.000 square foot
cargo facllity, it would cost approximately $457,485.000 to
construct 6,535,500 square feet of cargo aond related
space. Of this amount, $48.728 160 would be spent on sala-
ries (See Table 2-33) leaving $408,756,840 for other construc-
fion expenses such as the purchase of materlals and
equipment. Once again, assuming that three-guarters of all
materials and equipment used in the project were pur-
chased on Long Island, the construction phase of scenario
2 would inject a total of $355,205,790 (548.728.160 plus
$306.567.630) into the Long Island economy.

The indirect Impact of this additional spending on total
Long Islond output, earnings, and employment is shown in
Table 2-38. The figures in parenthesis represent the multiphi-
ers for each industry.

The findings show that if on additional $355,295.790 in con-
struction spending were injected into the Long Island econ-
omy, total Long Island output would expand by
approximately $691.7 million during the construction phase,
inciuding the original expenditure. The greatest impact
would occur in the construction industry where output
would expand by more than $361 milllon including the origi-
nal expenditure. Total Long tsiand earnings would increase
by approximately $239 miltion. Although only 1.233 jobs
would be created on-site at Calverton during the construc-
tion phase (See Table 2-33), a total of 9.415 jobs would be
created throughout the Long Island economy. This figure in-
cludes the 1,233 on-site jobs. The additional off-site jobs re-
flect the fact that the Long Island economy would have to
gear up. at least temporaiily, to support construction activi-
ties at Calverton.



TABLE 2-37
The Impact of Payroli Expenditures of $169,249,600 on Long Island Output, Earnings, and Employment

Scenario 1
OUTPUT INCREASE ($)

Industry Manufacturing ($126 937, 200) Business Services ($42 312 .400) Totat
Construction $2.,627,600 (0.0207) $947,798 (0.0224) $3,575398
Manufacturing 178,803,740 (1.4086) 4 971.707 (0.1175) 183,775,447
Transportation, Cammunication, Utilities 10,967 374 (0.0864) 4,531,658 (0.1071) 15,499 032
Wholesale Trade 8,847,523 (0.0697) 2,183,320 {0.0516) 11,030,843
Relail Trade 9,723,390 (0.0766) 3.791,191 {0.0896) 13,514 581
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 21,617,405 (0.1703) 8.695,198 (0.2055) 30,312,603
Services 28,484,708 (0.2244) 52,755,100 (1.2488) 81,239,808
Other {Agriculture and Fishing) 360,812 (D.0030} 736,235 (0.0174] 1,117,048

Total 261,452,552 {2.0597) 78612208 (1.8579) 340,064,760
EARNINGS INCREASE ($)

[naustey Mapufacturing ($126.937.200) Businass Services ($42.312.400) Total
Construction $1,205,903 (0.0095) $435,818 (0.0103) $1.841,721
Manutacturing 59,013,104 (0.4649) 1,358,228 (0.0321) 60,371,332
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 3,262,286 (0.0257) 1,366,691 (0.0323) 4,628.977
Wholesale Trade 3,465,386 {0.0273) 854,710 (0.0202) 4,320,096
Retail Trade 4,836,307 (0.0381) 1,882,902 (0.0445) 6,719,209
Finance Insurance, Real Estate 3,274,980 (0.0258) 1,167.822 (0.0276) 4,442 802
Services 12,922 207 (0.1018) 26,699,124 (0.6310) 39,621,331
QOther (Agriculture and Fishing) 165,018 [0.0013) 67,700 (0.0016) 232,718

Total 88,145,191 [0.6944) 33,832 995 {0.7996] 121,978,186 —|
EMPLOYMENT INCREASE ($)

Induslry Mapufacturing ($126 937 200) Business Services ($42.312.4001 Total
Construction 38 (0.3) 17 (0.4) 55
Manufacturing 1,468 (11.8) 42 (1.0 1,540
Teansportation, Communication, Utilities 102 (0.8) 47 (1.1 149
Wholesale Trade 114 (0.9) 25 (0.6) 139
Aetail Trade 317 (2.5) 123 (2.9) 440
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 102 (0.8) 38 (0.9) 140
Sepvices 711 (5.6) 1,020 (24.1) 1,731
Other (Agnculture and Fishing) 13 {0.1) 8 (0.2 21

Total 2,895 (22.8] 1,320 (31.2) 4215 |

Nols: The manulaciuring mulbpliers pesta (o awcrafi-relaled and othec high-tachnology manufacturing.
Source: LIRPB based on Long Island AIMS 11 Multipliess, Bureau ol Economic Analysis. U.S. Commerce Dept.



The Economic Impact of Additional Construction Sperxiing of $355,295,790 Under Calverton Economic Development

TABLE 2-38

Scenario 2
Employment
Industry Output Increase” %) Earnings Increase*® (%) Increase™ (No.)
Construction $361,584,525 (1.0177) $125419,414 {(.3530) 4,299 (12.1)
Manufacturing 81575913 {0.2296) 23,129,756 {.0651) 853 (2.4)
Transportation, Communications, Utikties 30,377,790 (0.0855) 9,628,516 .0271) 320 (0.9)
Wholesale Trade 32,935,920 {0.0927) 12,897,237 {.0363) 391 an
Retail Trade 40,787,957 (0.1148) 20,251 860 {.0570) 1,350 (3.8}
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 57,415,800 (0.1616) 8,811 336 (.0248) 284 (0.8)
Services 81,256,147 (0.2297) 37,696,883 (.1061) 1,883 (5.3)
Other (Agriculture & Fishing) 5,720,262 (0.0161) 1,563,301 (.0044) 35 0.1)
L Total 691,654 314 (1.9467) 239,398,303 {6738 9,415 (26.5) |

*Represents the impact of each $1 of added construction spending.
*“Represants the impact of each $1 milillon of added construction spending.

Source: LIRPB based on Long Island RIMS || muttipllers daveloped by the Bursau of Economic Analysls, U.S. Gommerce Daepartment

THE PERMANENT PHASE. Under scenarlo 2, an estimated
11,105 direct jobs would be created at Cailverton durng
the permanent phase ond an estimated $172,317.600 in
additional wages would be injected into the Long Island
economy (See Tables 2-34 and 2-35).

Table 2-39 traces the secondary Impact of these wages on
output, earnings, and employment thwvoughout the Long
Island economy. Once again, it has been estimated thaot
three-quarters of total wages would be afirbutable to
manufacturing firms and that one-quarter would reflect
business service wages.

The findings show that added payroll spending of
$172.317.600 at Calverton would increase fotal Long Island
output by $346,229.139. Total Long Island earnings would in-
crease by $124,189,295. In addition, 4,290 indirect jobs
would be generated. When added to the 11.105 direct
jobs estimated for Calverton under scenario 2, this would
bring the total number of jobs generated to 15,395. Once
again, the indirect impact of the purchase of goods and
services by potentiai firms at Calverton has not been calcu-
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lated. Inclusion of such purchases would boost the number
of indirect jobs created.

The Economic Impact of Scenario 3

Our evaluation of the economic Impact of scenario 3 util-
lzes the same procedures that were used in evaluating
scenaiios 1 and 2.

THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE. Scenarto 3 would involve con-
struction of 7.075.500 square feet of cargo. Industrial and re-
lated space at Calverton Airport. (See Table 2-32). If it costs
approximately $3.5 milion fo build a 50,000 square foot
cargo facility. It would cost approximately $495,285.000 to
construct 7,075.500 square feet of cargo and related
space. Of this amount, 5§52,759,200 would refiect solaries
(See Table 2-33) leaving $442,525,800 for other construction
expenses including the purchase of materials and eqguip-
ment  Assuming that three-quarters of the maoterials and
equipment used were purchased on Long Istand, the con-
struction phase of scenario 3 would inject a total of



The Impact af Payroll Expenditures of $172,317,600 an Long Island Output, Earnings, and Employment

TABLE 2-35

Scenario 2
QUTPUT INCREASE ($)
Construction $2.675,231 (0.0207) $964,979 (0.0224) $3,640,210
Manufacturing 182,044,929 (1.4086) 5,061,830 (0.1175) 187,106,759
Transponation, Communication, Utilities 11,166,180 (0.0864) 4,613,804 (0.1071) 15,779,984
Wholesale Trade 9,007,902 (0.0687) 2,222,897 (0.0516) 11,230,799
Retail Trade 9,899,646 (0.0766) 3,859,914 (0.0896) 13,759,560
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 22,009,265 (0.1703) 8,852,817 (0.2055) 30,862,082
Services 29,001,052 (0.2244)} 58,711,386 (1.2468) 82,712,448
Other (Agriculture and Fishing] 387,715 [0.0030) 749 582 (0.0174) 1,137 297
Total 266,191,920 (2.0597) 80,037.219 [1.8579) 346,229,139 |
EARNINGS INCREASE ($)
Construction $1,227,763 (0.0095) $443,718 (0.01083) $1,671,481
Manufacturing 60,082 839 {0.4649) 1,382,848 (0.0321) 61,465,688
Transportation, Communication, Utilties 3,321,422 (0.0257) 1,391,465 (0.0323) 4,712,887
Wholesale Trade 3,528,203 (0.0273) 870,204 (0.0202) 4,398 407
Retzil Trade 4,923,975 (0.0381) 1,917,033 (0.0445) 6,841,008
Finance, insurance, Real Estate 3,334,346 (0.0258) 1,188,991 (0.0276) 4,523,337
Services 13,156,449 (0.1018) 27,183,101 (0.6310) 40,335,550
Other (Agricullure and Fishing) 168,010 {0.0013) 68,927 [0.0016) 236,937
Total 89,743,007 (0.6944) 34,446,288 (0.7996) 124,189,295 |
EMPLOYMENT INCREASE ($)

Industry Manufacturing ($129.238.200) Business Services ($43.079 400) Total
Construction 39 (0.3) 17 (0.4) 56
Manufacturing 1,625 (11.8) 43 (1.0) 1,568
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 103 (0.8) 47 (1 150
Wholesale Trade 116 (0.9) 26 (0.6} 142
Retail Trade 323 (2.5) 125 (2.9) 448
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 103 (0.8) 39 (0.9) 142
Senvices 724 (5.6) 1,039 (24.1) 1,763
Other (Agriculture and fishing) 13 [0.1) 8 (0.2) 21

Total 2946 (22 8) 1,344 (31.2) 4290 |

Note: The manufacturing mullipliers pertain to aircraft-related and other high-technology manufacturing.
Source: LIRPB basad on Long Island RIMS It Mulliptiers, Bursau ot Ecoenomic Apalysts, U S Commerce Depl
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$384.653.550 (552,759,200 plus $331.894,350) into the Long
Island economy.

The indirect impact of this additional spending on total
Long island output, earnings, and employment is shown in
Table 2-40. The figures in parenthesis represent the multipli-
ers for each indusiry.

The findings show that if an additional $384,653,550 in con-
struction spending were injected into the Long Istand econ-
omy, total Long Island output would expand by
approximately $748.8 millon during the construction phase,
including the original expenditure. Total Long Island earn-
ings would Increase by about §259 million. Although only an
estimated 1.335 jobs would be created on-site at Calverton
during the construction phase (See Table 2-33), a total of
10,193 jobs would be created throughout the Long Island
economy, Including the on-site Jobs. The off-site jobs would
be created temporarly to support construction at Calverton,

THE PERMANENT PHASE. Under scenario 3, an estimated
12,180 direct jobs would be created at Calverton during

the permanent phase and an estimated $187,.969.600 in
additional wages would be injected into the Long Island
economy. (See Tables 2-34 and 2-35).

Table 2-41 traces the secondary impact of these wages on
output, earnings, and employment throughout the Long
Island economy, It has been estimated that three-quoarters
of fotal permanent wages woud be athibutable o manu-
facturing firms and that one-quarter would reflect business
service wages.

The findings show that added payroll spending of
$187.969.600 at Calverton would increase total Long Island
output by §377,677.920. Total Long Island earmings would in-
crease by $135.469.690. Approximately 4,680 indirect jobs
would also be created. When added to the 12,180 direct
Jobs estimated for Calverton under scenario 3. this brings
the total number of jobs generated to 16.860. The purchase
of goods and services by potential fims at Calverton would
also have an indirect impact. Inclusion of such purchases
would increase the number of indirect jobs created.

TABLE 2-40
The Economic Impact of Additional Construction Spending of $384,653,550 Under Calverton Economic Development
Scenario 3
Employment
_Industry Output Increase” ($) Earnings Increase” %) Increase"” (No.}
Construction $391,461,918 (1.0177) $135,782,703 {.3530) 4,654 (12.1)
Manufacturing 88,316,455 (0.2296) 25,040,946 (.0651) 923 (2.4)
Transportation, Communications, Utifitles 32,887 879 {0.0855) 10,424,111 (.0271) 346 {0.9)
Wholesale Trade 35,657,384 (0.0927} 13,062,924 (.0363) 423 (1.1)
Retail Trade 44 158,228 (0.1148) 21,925,252 {.0570) 1,462 (3.8)
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 62,160,014 (0.1616) 9,539,408 (.0248) 308 (0.8)
Senvices 87,970,267 {0.2287) 40,811,742 (.1061) 2,039 (5.3)
Other (Agricutture & Fishing) 6,192,922 (0.0161) 1,692,476 {.0044) 38 (0.1)
Total 748,805,067 (1.9467) 259,179,562 (6738) 10,193 (26.5)

*Ropresents the Impact of each $1 of added construction spending.
“*Represents the impact ef each $1 million of added construction spending.

Source: LIRPB based on Long Island RIMS (I multipliers devalopsd by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Commeice Department
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The Impact of Payroll Expenditures of $187,969,600 on Long Island Output, Earnings, and Employment

TABLE 2-41

Scenario 3
OUTPUT INCREASE (8)
Construction $2,918,228 (0.0207) $1,052,630 (0.0224) $3,970,858
Manufacturing 198,580,484 {1.4086) 5,521,607 (0.1175) 204,102,091
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 12,180,430 (0.0864) 5,032,886 (0.1071) 17,213,316
Wholesale Trade 9,826,111 (0.0697) 2,424 808 {0.0516) 12,250,918
Retail Trade 10,798,854 (0.0766) 4,210,519 (0.0896) 15,009,373
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 24,008,417 (0.1703) 9,656,938 (0.2055) 33,665,355
Services 31,635,284 (0.2244) 58,590,124 (1.2468) 90,225,408
Other (Agriculture and Fishing) 422 932 (0.0030) 817,668 (0.0174) 1,240,600
| Total 290,370,740 (2.0597) 87,307,180 {1.8579) 377,677,920 1
EARNINGS INCAEASE ($)

Construction $1.339,283 (0.0095) $484,022 (0.0103) $1,823,305
Manufacturing 65,540,300 (0.4649) 1,508,456 (0.0321) 67,048,756
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 3,623,114 (0.0257) 1,517,855 (0.0323) 5,140,969
Wholesale Trade 3,848,678 (0.0273) 649,246 (0.0202) 4,797,924
Retail Trade 5,371,231 (0.0381) 2,091,162 (0.0445) 7,462,393
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 3,637,212 (0.0258) 1,296,990 {0.0276) 4,934,202
Services 14,351,479 (0.1018) 29,652,204 {0.6310) 44,003,683
Other {Agriculture and Fishing) 183,270 (0.0013) 75,188 {0.0016) 258 458

Total 97,894 567 (0.6944) 37,575,123 (0.7996) 135,469,690 |

EMPLOYMENT INCREASE (3$)

Construction 42 {0.3) 19 (04) 61
Manutacturing 1,664 (11.8) 47 (1.0 1,711
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 113 (0.8) 52 (1 1) 165
Wholesale Trade 127 (0.9) 28 (0.6) 158
Retail Trade 352 (2.5) 136 (2.9} 488
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 113 (0.8) 42 (0.9) 1585
Senvices 789 (5.6) 1,133 (24.1) 1,922
Other (Agriculture and Fishing) 14 [0.1) 9 {0.2) 23
| Total 3,214 (22.8) 1,466 (31.2) 4.6807

Note: The manufacturing mullipiiars perlawn to aicraft-related and other high-tschnology manufacturing
Source: LIAPB based on Long Island RIMS I Multiptiers, Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Commerce Qapl.



Summary Economic Impact of Development Scenarios 1, 2, and 3

The foregoing analysis suggests that under Scenario 1, 8,313
temporary jobs and 15,795 permanent Jobs would be cre-
ated thioughout the Long Island economy as a result of
proposed developments at Calverton. Under Scenario 2,
9,415 temporary jobs and 15,395 permanent jobs would be
created. Under Scenario 3, 10,193 tempcorary jobs and
16,860 permanent jobs would be created. These findings
are summarized in Table 2-42.

The Impact of a Pull-Out by Grumman

A question has been raled concerning Grumman’s com-
mitment to retain its current operations at Calverton Alrport.
Mr. Richard Dunne of the Grumman Corporation provided
the following statistics concerning Grumman’s operations

TABLE 242
Summary: Economlc impact of Scenarios 1,2, and 3

Construction Phase Scenago | Scenaio 2 Scenario 3
Square Feet Construclked 5,770,500 6,535,500 7,075,500
Amount Spent $313,710,570 $355,295,790 $384,653 550
Estimated On-Site Construction Jobs 1,089 1,233 1,335

Overall lmpacl on Long Island:

Oulpirt $610,700,366 $691,654,314 $748.805067

Eamings $211,378,181 $239,398,303 $259,179 562

Employment (Temporary) 8,313 9,415 10,193
Parmanent Phase (Annuafly)

$169,249,600 $172,317,600 $187,969,600

Amount Spent (Salaries)
11,580 11,105 12,180

Estimated On-Site Permanent Jobs
Overall lmpact on Long Isfand:

Cuiput $340,064,760 $346 229,139 $377,677,920
Eamings $121,978,186 $124,189,295 $135469,6%0
Employment (Indinect) 4215 4,290 4,680
otal Permanent Employment
Created' 15.795 15395 16.860

‘Note: Understates permanent employment because the ingirect impact of
the purchase of goods and servicas by potential tirms at Calvarton Airport
has not been included. Oniy wage and salary expenditures were factored
into the model.
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at Calverton. Grumman cumently has 1,700 employees at
the Calverton facility. Its Calverton payroll is approximately
$100 million. Grumman’s payments to the Town of River-
head were approximately $1.1 milion in 1992.

Since the economic multipliers used in the RIMS Il model
work downward os well as upward, It is possible to calcu-
late the overall impact on the local economy of a com-
plete pull-out by Grumman from the Calverton facility. The
analysis portrays the secondary impact on the economy of
a loss of $100 milion in Grumman payrolis at Calverton. The
findings are surmmarized In Table 2-43.

They show thot the loss of 1,700 Grummaon jobs and $100
million In payrolls at the Calverton Facility would reduce
overall Long tsland output by $2,059,700. in addition, Long
Island earnings would decline by $69.4 million plus the origi-
nal $100 million decline. Approximately 2,280 jobs would be
lost throughout the local economy In addition to the origi-
nal 1,700 job loss for a total loss of 3,980 jobs. The Town of
Riverhead would be deprived of approximately $1 1 million
in revenues. Moreover, the east end economy, already
characterized by an unemployment rate of 16%, would be
depressed even further. Houslng values would decline and
some retall and service businesses would be forced 10
close.

Summary: Catverton Economic Feasibility Study.

The foregolng analysls suggests that there is some potential
for developing a modest air cargo operation at Calverton
Alrport. The presence of even a modest-sized air cargo op-
eration could well sesve as the catalyst for development of
an industrial park and attendant factities at the Calverton
facllity. The avaliability of cargo flights would render the fo-
cility uniquely competitive for those firms specializing in per-
ishable commodiiies. those speciallzing In  high-value,
low-bulk technologically sophisticated products, and those
requinng just-in-time delivery of materials o equipment.
Such an industrial park and oftendant facliities could ulti-
mately employ o significant number of workers and en-
courage desirable forms of economic development in
eastern Suffolk ond throughout the Long fsland area.



The Secondary Impact of the Loss of $100 Million in Grumman Payrolls at Calverton

TABLE 2-43

Employment
Industry Quilput Decline” ($) Earnings Decline” ($) Decline {No.)

Construction $20,700 (0.0207) $950,000 {0.0095) 30 (0.3)
Manufacturing 1,408,600 (1.4086 46,490,000 (0.4649) 1,180 (11.8)
Transportation, Cornmunications, Utilities 86,400 (0.0864) 2,570,000 (0.0257) 80 (0.8)
Wholesale Trade 69,700 (0.0697) 2,730,000 (0.0273) 90 (0.9)
Hetail Trade 76,600 (0.0766) 3.810,000 (0.0381) 250 (2.5)
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 170,300 (0.1703) 2,580,000 (0.0258) 80 (0.8)
Servces 224,400 (0.2244) 10,180,000 {0.1018) 560 (5.6)
Other (Agriculture & Fishing) 3,000 {0.0030) 130,000 (0.0013) 10 (0.1)

Total 2,059,700 {2.0597) 69,440,000 (0.6944) 2,280 (22.8)

Source LIRPB based on Long !sland RIMS I multipliers, Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Commerce Departmant,
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CHAPTER THREE
Environmental Setting
and Developmental
Constraints Analysis

introduction

This chapter constitutes a reconnaissance survey of envi-
ronmental resouices and regulaiory jurisdictions that has
been prepaored to oddress two objectives with respect fo
the potential mulli-purpose use of Calverton Airpor|

« The description of environtnenlal resowces and elated
concerms.

« The assessment of developmental consirainfs.

information has been presented in fwo contexts - the prop-
erty within the fenceling or the Airport Study Area (ASA).
and the other covering the entire Primary Study Area (PSA).
This survey discusses envitonmental concermns. data, and in-
formation collection needs.

This chapter is contained in five parts;

= ASA Site Conditlons In 1930
« Naturdl Resource Conditions
« Develocpment Constraints Anclysis

« Ptonning Boundares Descriptions
+ Noise Analysls, ond Reguiatory

Poet One - The site condttions In 1930 were evoluated from
aerial photogrophs In order 1o assess the pre-alipott
status of the property in contrast with the current devel-

opmenf.

Part Two - Naturatl Resource Condltions include: Topogra-
phy. Soils, Vegetation Inventory, Surface Waters and
Wetlonds. Rare and Endangered Species and Signifi-
cant Habitats, Wildlife Resources and Management Ac-
tivities, and Hydrogeologlc Conditions Including Water
Table Conditions, Groundwaoter Flow. Depth to Ground-
waler, Water Supply and Walter Quality

Part Three - The data from the resource conditions review
provided Ihe parameters and framework for the con-
straints analysis which identified those portions of the
ASA that could be developed without significant envi-



ronrnaental Impact, In contrast with those acres that Part Five - The noise analysis includes a review of the AICUZ

should not be developed because of environmenial studles conducted by the Navy, general discussion of
censilivity nolse concelns with cormparalive dala fioin olher loca-
tions and studies and its implications to Calverton and
Part Four - This part contalns a discussion of the various the development of noise profiles based on the devel-
Juiisdictlonal boundaries affecting the alrfield relative opment scenatios for Calverfon.

to envikonmental reguiatory statutes or policles en-
forced by the federal, state and county health and en-
vironmental agencles.
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PART ONE

Aifrport Study Area Site Conditions In 1930

Circa 1930 aerial photographs were examined to deter-
mine surface cover and site conditions prior to the devel-
opment of the Calverton airfield in the eady 1950s. The
following observations werse based on this exomination,

- The western portion of the study area consisted of
relatively undisturbed plne oak forest. This area and its
associated freshwater wetlands have remaoined
generally intact to the present day.

Agricultural activity occurred in 1930 in the area north of
North Pond; this area also included an intervening stip of
forested land. This area has been disturbed relatively
littte from subsequent construction activity at the site. A
portion of the agiicuttural acreage was dtilized for the
southermn portion unway 5/23.

In 1930, the central portion of the airport site consisted of
undisturbed woodionds from Swan Pond Road north to
Route 25. Several drainage swales were located in this
areaq, trending in @ north to south direction. A stream is
shown traversing the lower, central portion of the site; it is
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a tibutary 1o Swan Pond. A large freshwater wetland
area is located north of Swan Pond Road. This entire
swale/stream/wetiand drainage system was extensively
aitered as a result of cut and fill activity associated with
construction of 17 000 feet of unway, as well as
construction of the industrial buildings tocated in the
central portion of the study area. A portion of the former
freshwater wetlond area is now occupied by McKay Lake.

The tiree freshwater wetland areas trending southwest
to northaast in the central/east portion of the study area
are evident on the 1930 aerial photo. Some agricultural
activity occurred in the area adjacent to the most
southerdy of these wetland areas.

Agriculturdl fields with intervening woodlond acreage
vg%rg found in the eastern portion of the study area in
] .

The 1930 gerial photo also shows the two ponds in the
northecostern portion of the study area to intact and
surrounded by woodlands. (Subsequent dumping/tand
filing activity has significantly reduced the area of the
larger pond.)



PART TWO

Natural Resource Conditions

Topography

The Airport Study Area encompasses 2,913 acres within the
fence line. and its perimeter is more than 13 miles. The area
has a maximum length of about 3.3 miles, and a maximum
widih of 1.5 miles. The highest elevations are generally
found along the northern and western boundaries of the
site. The land surface siopes gently 10 the south towards the
Peconic River system. The maximum site elevation, as de-
termined from 1974 Suffolk County Dept. of Public Works
topographic maps, is 88 ff. above mean sea level (Gmdl).
The lowest elevation of 32.5 ft. is found in the extreme
southeast portion of the study area. Hence, site refief is over
55 ft. Runway elevations vary between 52 and 75 ft. amsl.
The elevation of the surface waters in the Peconic River sys-
tem to the south of the study area ranges from approxi-
mately 25 to 35 f. amsl, With the excepfion of the
immediate shoreline of McKay Lake, the entire study area is
located outside of the 100 year lcodplain.

Soils

Two of the ten soil associations in Suffolk County are found
in the ASA. A soil association is a

..Jandscape that has a distinclive proporional pattern of
soils. it normally consists of one or more major soils and at
least one minor soil, and it is named for the mgjor soils. The
soils in one association may occur in another, but in o differ

ent pattern.

The two are the Haven-Riverhead Association, found in the
northemn part of the study area, and the Piymouth-Carver
Association, Rolling and Hilly, found in the southem par of
the area.

The Haven-Riverhead Associatfion is found on outwash
plains. It is characteristically nearly level and has short gen-
tie slopes along shaliow drainageways. Slopes range from |
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to 12 percent. This association makes up 26 percent of the
County. Haven soils make up about 40 percent of the asso-
ciation, and Riverhead soils make up about 30 percent. Mi-
Nor soils make up the remaining 30 percent. Haven soils are
deep. well drained, and medium textured. Minor soils of this
association are steeper Carver and Plymouth soils on the
sides of drainageways and on the steep sides of kettle
holes. The soils of this association have moderate to high
avgilable moisture capacities and crops respond well to
applications of lime and fertilizer. Drainage is good in those
soils, and they can be excavated with ease. In places
where the soils have a high water table or are strongly slop-
ing. limitations are more severe for most nonfarm uses.

The Plymouth-Carver Association, Rolling and Hilly soils are
characteristically strongly sloping to steep with slopes rang-
ing from 8 to 35 percent. This association makes up 19 per-
cent of the County Plymouth loamy sand soils make up
about 45 percent of the association, and Carver and Ply-
mouth sands make up about 30 percent. Minor soils make
up the remaining 25 percent. Both Carver and Plymouth
soils are deep and excessively drained. Carver and Ply-
mouth sands generally are the steeper soils on ridgetops
and the lower part of slopes. The more gently sloping Ply-
mouth loamy sand soils are mainly on the infervening areas.
Minor soils are Haven and Riverhead soils that are nearly
level and are scafttered throughout the association and, in
this study area, Berryland soils that have a high water table.
The soils of this association are coarse textured and
droughty. Permeabiiity is ropid and natural fertility is low to
very low. These factors make them very poorly suited or
only fairly wel suited to most crops commonty grown in the
County. Steep slopes on much of the area and difficulty of
establishing and maintaining lawns and landscape plant-
ings severely limit those soils for housing development or
similar nonfarm uses. Areas of soils that have a high water
table severely limit the use of some areas for sewage efflu-
ent disposal. Rapid movement of water and wastes from
cesspools and septic tanks can contaminate ground-



watersupplies beneath the rapidly permeable soils of this
association.

The Soil and Floodplain Constraints as shown in Figure 3-1 in-
dicales areas with constraints 10 development due to soil
and surface characteristics. such as slopes. drainage and
frequency of flooding.

The area of the 100 year floodplain was determined from
the Flood Insurance Rate Map. Town of Riverhead, publish-
ed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency.

The suitace water coniribution to the Peconic River is that
partion of the Peconic River drainage basin that includes
those lond surfaces which confribute stormwater runoff di-
rectly to the river.

The arecas of steep slope were determined by use of soil
classification maps, and were confirmed with five-foot con-
tour interval contour maps.'? The soil types considered all
had 8 to 15 percent or 15 to 35 percent slopes and all had
erosion hazard classifications of moderate to severe,

The areas marked as intermittent streams have a general
north to south trend. The original drainage paftern has
been interrupted by the construction of the existing run-

ways.

The areas of wet soil were identified as Berryland Mucky
Sand. The soll s characterized as deep. very poorly
drainaged. coarse-textured, strongly to very strongly acld
and of low natural ferfillty.

Vegetation Inventory

The vegetation invenfory for upland habitats was complled
from various sources.'?

The information contained in the reports were field
checked and updated on a visit to the Calverton site on
September 14, 1992. Recent aerial photos of the dirport
grounds were also used to update grass areas to indicate
old fields in various stages of succession.

From the information compiled, the Natural Resources Map
(Figwe 3-2) was prepared identifying major forest groups

and upland habitats within the airport study area The forest
groups are presented below.

The upland habitats in the Airport Study Area are desciibed
as follows:

1. Pine/Oak Forest - As can be seen from the NWIRP Naiu
ral Resources map. the major type of vegetation asso-
ciation within the fenced area at the Grumman facilily
Is Pine-Ook forest. This type of woodland is dominated
by pitch pine Pinus rigida intermixed with black oak
Quercus velutina and white oak Quercus alba and, to a
lesser extent, scariet oak Quercus coccinea and black
chefry Prunus serotina in the canopy. The canopy is usu-
ally nearly closed thus leading to reduction of scrub
oak Quercus tlicifolia in the undergrowti. Also in the un-
dergrowth, black huckelbeiry Gaylussacia baccata and
late lowbush blueberry Vacinium vacillians can be
found, as well as other species.

2. Oak Forest - Some smail areas of oak forest can be
found nofth of the runways within the fence line. This
type of habitat is dominated by while ock Quercus alba
and black oak Quercus velutina, with some black locust
Robinia Pseudo-accacia and black cherry Prunus serot-
ina intermixed. The understory vegetation is often domi-
nated by weedy species including catbriar Smilax.
poison ivy Rhus radicans Japanese honeysuckle Lo-
nicera japonicus and Virginia creeper Parthenocissus
quinguiforia.

3. Pitch Pine Forest - One area to the northwest of the west-
ern runway consists predominantly of a pue stand of
pitch pine Pinus rigida, with sparsely scattered scrub
oak Quercus ilicifolia and bluebeny Vacinium vacillians
in the understory.

4. Mixed Conifers and Deciduous Ploniation - The second
largest habitat type within the fence consisis of what
can be termed as a mixed conifers and deciduous
plantation. Approximatsly 15 years ago this area had
been plonted to conifers Intermixing white pine Pinus
strobus, short leaf pine Pinus echinata. Norway spruce
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Picea abies and laych Larix laricing. Pitch pine Pinus
rigida, black oak Quercus velutina, white oak Quercus
alba and black chemny Prunus serotina can also be
found in the canopy - In many areas the pines are so
thick that very litle is found in the understory. In other ar-
eas where the pitch pine and oaks are found, scrub
ock Quercus ilicifolia, huckleberry Gaylussacia baccata
and blueberry Vacinium vacillions can be found fo
some extent in the understory.

5. Old Fields - Throughout the site within the fence line are
old fields that are in various stages of succession revert-
ing back fo woodlands. The various species of grasses
and dominant herbs can still be found in these areqas 1o-
gether with such trees as pitch pine Pinus rigida. red
cedar Juniperus virginiana, spruce Picea abies, short
leaf pine Pinus echinata, os well as larch Larix laricina
and, to some extent, young oaks Quercus.

6. Grass Fields end Landscaped Areas - Along roads and
adjacent 1o the runways, numerous mowed grass field
areas can be found which are dominated by native
grass species with herbaceous species. These grass-
lands include littte bluestem Andropogon scoparius. spike
grass Danthonia spicata and panic grass Panicum var-
gatum. Dominant herbs include asters Aster. false indigo
Baptisia tinctoria. goldenrod Solidage and sweet fern
Comptonia peregina. Diversity in this community ranges
from very low in areas that are frequently mowed, such
as aprons af the site, to very high at less frequentty dis-
frubed woodland edges and along pine barrens sand
roads.

The predominant vegetation association in the NWIRP buff-
er zones is a pine-oak forest type of habitat as can be seen
on the NWIRP Natural Resources map. In addition to this
type of vegetative cover, two small areas of pitch pine for-
est are located to the north of the Airport Study Areq, as
well as some substantial agricultural fields.

To the southwest of the Airport Study Area, in addifion to
the pine-oak forest, some small greas of white pine planta-
tion can be found. Approximately 15 to 40 years ago, sev-
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eral areas of white pine Pinus strobus were planted for for-
estry purposes. These areas predominantly contain white
pine sometfimes mixed with a scattering of pitch pine Pinus
rigida. Some of these areas have been earmarked for tim-
ber harvesting some fime in the future as part of the Navy's
forestry program. A small area of mixed conifers and de-
ciduous plantation habitat also occurs on the Navy-owned
property 1o the southwest of the cirport property. In addi-
fion, old fields exist on both the west and east sides of Pre-
stons Pond at the headwaters of the Peconic River. On
lands southeast of the fence line, the vegetation associa-
tion consists primarily of pine-oak forest.

Food plots can be found scattered infreguently throughout
all of the areas outside of the fence line. The long range
management plan prepared for NWIRP calls for creating
open areas within wood stands for the purpose of maintain-
ing or increasing habitat diversity. In such areas, shrubs,
grasses, legumes, annual grains, and other plantings that
atfract wildlife may exist. The NYSDEC is responsiple for
management of these areas. (See Wildlife Resources and
Management Activities section.)

The major association found within the PSA is the outwash
plain and morainal pine-oak forest that constitutes the
Long Island Pine Barrens. The pine barrens zone, which ex-
tends from Hauppauge through the PSA east to Bridge-
hampton, Is interspersed with wetland habitats associated
with the Carmans River and Peconic River systems. The pine
bairens habitat is generally characterized by very dry con-
ditions — rainfall s usually less than 40" per year — and
there is very good sunlight with high ground penetration.
The soil is a highly acidic sand and sand-loam mixture from
which most nutrients are rapidly leached. In addifion, very
lithe humus is produced in the soil due Yo the high acidity
resulting from the tannic acid content of the fallen pine
needles and oak leaves. The vegetation in the Long Iskand
Pine Barrens consists mostly of pitch pine, which is domi-
nant, along with white oak, post oak and scarlet oak. Ac-
cording to Cryan,

....The structure of pine barens vegetation, as well as s spe-
cies constituents, is very distinctive. Most upland pine bar-
rens areas are kKNOwn as shrub savannas by vegetation



sclentists because they consist of dense knee-to head-high
chestnut oak, and smaller shrub species like black huckle-
berry. lowbush blugtbemries, sweet fern, winterberry, pine bar-
rens heather, sheep laurel, praine willow, and bearbeny,
overtopped by a broken canopy of slender, scraggly pitch
pine and small tree-sized oaks. The shrub layer is usually
dominant, whereas In o typlcal eastern deciduous forest,
the tree loyer predominates, allowing little light 1o pene-
trate to the shrub layer, which consequentially is sparse ond
irregulor, The herbaceous or non-woody piant loyer of pine
barrens areas, incomporated within or beneath the dense
shrub layer. contains rmany unusual and rare species (such
as bracken fern, wild Indigo, blue lupine, American goat’s-
rue, narrow-leaved aster, ond birdsfoot violet) which con
only grow In the open sun-drenched pine barrens vegeta-
tion, and which die if shaded by other plants. '4

This type of habitat is flre dependent and, therefore. identi-
fied as a fire climax forest. Perdodic natural wild fires are re-
quired to maintain the Long island Pine Barrens vegetation.

Most of the plants and animals found in the pine barrens
possess one or more characteristics that allow them to sur-
vive frequent fires, thus contributing to the perpetuation of
the pine-oak ecosystem.

The Pine Bush or Dwarf Pine Plains is an interesting variation
of the Pine Bairens found in the PSA. Although nearly identi-
cal to the Pine Bamens in the diversity of its flora, this micro-
habitat is distinguished by dwarf pitch plnes that grow no
taller than six or seven feet. The area is probably more xeric
than the standard pine barrens, since a smaller proporiion
of broad leaf oak species In the brush allows better sunlight
to ground penetration. The Dwarf Pine Plains covers about
3,000 acres northwest, west and adjacent to the Suffolk
County Airport in Westhampton.

North of the hamlet of Riverhead and the Peconic River,
the vegetation changes from a pine barrens to an upland
deciduous forest association in which oaks dominate the
canopy. although American beech can account for more
than 20 percent of the canopy. Greller identifies this type of
association as oak, beech, mixed dicot forest, noting that
sweet birch is a common subcanopy tree along with dog-
wood, and that the shiub density in these woods is low and
the herb layer floristically poor. !5

In the past, farming was an important activity within the
PSA; therefore, old field habitats can be found scattered
throughout the reglon wherever agriculturat fields hove
been allowed to lie fallow. The overgrown or old field habi-
tats vary in respect to the dominant type of growth, The
herb dominated fields typically contain goldenrods and ds-
ters with Queen Anne’s face, yarrow, bush clover, evening-
primrose and chicory also present. Various grass species.
including little bluestern, may also occur along with big
bluestem and fescue. As succession proceeds, the old field
habitat is invaded by shrubs including eastern red cedar,
northem bayberry, autumn olive. multiflora rose. sumac
and raspberry. The shrub layer eventually becomes domi-
nant. In the later stages of succession, trees such as black
locusts, red cedar, ailanthus, and grey birch, os well as un-
dergrowth including wild blackberry, paison ivy, raspberry,
multifiora rose, cotbricr and grape form a first growth
woods.

Surface Waters and Wetlands

Freshwater wetlands include fresh surface waters such as
rivers, ponds, lakes, and streams, with associated emergent
and submergent vegetation as welt as bogs, swamps and
wetl upland woods. Wetland areas were Identified in the
ASA, within the NWIRP buffer zones, and within the PSA,
New York State Freshwater Wetlands Interim Maps identify
wetland boundaries.®

The NYSDEC freshwater wetlands have been ranked into
four classes according to the degree of ecological benefit
that each wetland type provides: with a Class | wetland
supplying the greatest benefifs. The degree to which wet-
lands yield benefits depends upon many factors, including:
vegetative cover, ecological assoclations,  special
fetatures, hydrological and pollution control features, and
distribution and location.

Approximately 57 acres of freshwater wettands have been
identified within the fence at Calverton Airport. Of the 57
acres, 42 acres have been defined as Class | wetlands.
About 30 acres of the Class | wetlands are part of the Pe-
conic River System. Table 3-1 lists the freshwater wetlands in
the ASA.



TABLE 3-1
Freshwater Wetlands ldentified within the Airport Study Area

Identification No/Name Classification
W-16 (pond in NW comer) J
W-24 (pond in NE comer) v
W-25 (Firebreak Pond) |
W-26 (North Ponds) |
W-27 (Runway Ponds) I
W-28 (Runway Ponds) I
p/o R-5 (Peconic Aiver System)’ I
Others**

| Total 57 i

*Includas McKay Lake and one of the three Runway Ponds which ara
connected by culvert to Swan Pond, all of which are patt of the Peconic
River System (R-5).

**This includes welland areas delineatad on the U.S Fish and Wildlife
National Wetland Inventory Maps (1980).

pfo = part of

Source: NYSDEC Ragion | Freshwater Wetlands taterim Maps (July 1990).
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McKay Lake, located along the southern boundary of the
study area, near the main entrance o the Grumman prop-
erty. was most probably created at the time the airport was
developed. This lake, as well as the three wetlands located
northeast of the lake. were all formerty part of a drain-
age/tributary area connected to Swan Pond. McKay Lake
is connecied to Swan Pond via a culvert that runs beneath
Swan Pond Road which then connects to the Peconic River
to the South.

The three Runway Ponds are

....lang. narrow, shallow ponds in outwash valleys. Smaoll
woodlots of disturbed pine bawens suround fwo of the
ponds: the third has grassy and heathy fields around it. The
ponds are groundwater-fed and are surrounded by paved
unways, tfaxiways ond roads..... They are eutrophic and re-
ceive substantial unoff.....17

There are two other freshwater wetlands that are ground-
water-fed located on the western portion of the fenced
area. One is called Firebreak Pond (2 acres) and the other
is called North Pond (3 acres). They are both Class | wet-
lands. Fircebreak Pond consists of
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..two small, oval, shallow thermaokarst ponds north of a fire-
break in distwbed pine barens. 18

A thermokarst pond is an irregularly shaped pond owing to
collapses of the surface induced by the thawing of ground-
ice masses during glacial retreats (periglacial environ-
ments). North Pond is

....alarge shallow theimokarst pond, surrounded by a
swamp fringe and distrubed., fire-suppressed pine bairens.
Pond botiom is covered with grasses, sedges, and rooted
aquatics.t?

In the northeast comer there exists a freshwater wetland
consisting of two large, ketlencle ponds which ke in a
steep-sloped depression. Distubance through previous
landfiling activities of the northernmost pond is evident;
however, the smaller adjoining pond to the south appears
undistubed. The northernmost pond is vegetated with
shrubs and small frees in its center. It has been identified as
a Class IV wetland, which is maintained by surface drain-
age from the adjacent road.

Approximately 232 acres of freshwater wetlands have been
idenfified within the NWIRP buffer zones. A significant por-
fion of these wellands, approximately 220 acres immedi-
ately adjacent to the Peconic River, has been defined by
NYSDEC as Class | wetlands. Table 3-2 lists the freshwater
wetlands located within the NWIRP buffer zones. These wet-
lands include portions of two impaortant tributaries to the Pe-
conic River: Prestons Pond/Forest Pond/Linus Pond tributary
and Sandy Pond/Grassy Pond/Twin Pond/Jones Pond tribu-
tary. Also included within the NWIRP buffer zones is a one
and one-quarter mile portion of the Peconic River proper.
and its associated Class | wetlands. It includes that portion
of the river between Connecticut Avenue to one-half mile
west of Edwards Avenue,

All the tributary ponds listed above have been indentified
as Coastal Plain Pond Shore habitats except for Jones Pond
which has been classified as a Pine Barrens Shrub Swamp
habitat, The New York State Natural Heritage Progrom
(NYSNHP) has described the Coastal Plain Pond Shore
habitat as



_ TABLE 3-2
Freshwater Wetlands ldentlified within the NWIRP Buffer Zones
Identification No/Name Acreage Classification
W-4 4 |
plo W-5 7 |
p/o A-5 (Peconic Biver Syskem)* 209 !
n-7 1 i
R-55 1 n
R-56 8 v
Others*”
‘ Total 232 ]

*Includes part ol the Linus Pond tributary and part of the Sandy
Pond/Grassy Pond tributary to the Peconic River, as well as a section of
Paconic River proper east from Connecticul Avenus to approximately 1/2
mile west of Edwards Avenue.

“*This includes additional welland areas delineated on the US Wild and
Wildlife National Welland Inventory Maps (1980).

pfo = part of

Sourca:NYSDEC Region | Freshwatar Wetlands Interim Maps (July 1990).

.... a gently sioping shore of a coastal plain pond with sea-
sonally and annually fluctuating water levels. The substrate
is sandy, gravelly, or mucky. Vegetative cover varles with
the water levels. In dry years when water levels are low and
the substrate is exposed. there Is a dense growth of annual
sedges and grasses. In wet years when the water level Is
high and the subsirate is flooded, vegetation is sparse, and
only a few emergents and floating-leaved aquatics are ap-
parent. The vegetation of this pond shore community can
change dramatically from one year to the next depending
on fluctuations in groundwater levels. 20

The Pine Barrens Shrub Swamp is described as

.... a shrub-dominated wetlond that occurs in shallow de-
resstons inthe coastal plain, offen as a transition zone be-
een a cogstal plain pond shore and either pitch
pine-scrub oak baners o pitch pine-oak forest.?!

Three other sites of freshwater wetlands are located In the
NWIRP buffer zones. The Sandpit Ponds are found on the
south side of Manor Road east of Schultz Road. It has been
described as

....an abandoned sond pit with four groundwater-con-
nected ponds in deep spots.??

This wetlond has been identified as a Class | wetland which
is four acres in size.

The Line Road Ponds are situated east of Line Road and
north of Fox Pond and Sandy Pond. They have been de-
scribed as

....a complex of three coastal plain ponds ond a shrupby,
boc%%y !223ed Maple swamp surrounded by pine-oak
woods.

Approximately 7 acres of this Class | wetiand are within the
NWIRP buffer zones.

The Bald Hilt Ponds are located east of Toppings Path along
the easternmost boundary of the NWIRP buffer zones. They
have been described as

...three separate, iregular, swampy kettle depressions
deep in the hills of an oak-pine forest with a perched water
table on cloy lenses.?4

Total acreage of these wetlands is 3 acres: they are de-
scribed by NYSDEC as a Class Il or IV wetland.

The predominant surface waters and freshwater wetlands
within the Primary Study Area include the Peconic River
and Caormans River systems. The Peconic River, including its
tributaries, is 30 miles long and is the longest river on Long
Istand as wel as the largest Pine Barrens River in New York
State. Throughout the river’s length from its headwaters
west of William Floyd Parkway In Ridge to downtown River-
head, numeryous fresnwater wellands including an abun-
dance of fributary streams, lakes and ponds, can be found.
its 2,083 acres are ranked Closs | wetlands. The varous
types of freshwater wetlands are numberous along this cor-
fidor including: Maple Swamps, Allantic White Cedar
Swamps, Ketttlehole Swamps, Leatherleaf bogs, Cranbeny
Bogs. Coastal Plain Ponds, Coastal Piain Pond Shores, Pine
Barens Shrub Swamps, and Coastal Plain Poor Fen.

Suffolk County has issued a license to SUNY at Stony Brook's
Department of Ecology and Evolution for the operation
and maintenance of a biological field research station at
Swan Pond in Robert Cushrman Murphy County Park, which
is located adjacent to the southern boundary of the Airport
Study Area and includes land on the north and south sides



of River Road. Graduate level research on plant/parasite
relationships in Swan Pond is underway. as well as prepara-
tion of plant community inventories and maps for Robert
Cushman Murphy Park and Calverion Ponds.

Tne Carmans River and ifs associated wetland is another
significant area of freshwater wetlands. The river originates
in Middle Island and extends through the southeast portion
of the Primary Study Area until it empties into Great South
Bay. It yields a total of 862 acres. This system is also ranked
as a Class | wetland.

Numerous smaller wetlands can also be found associated
with several lakes and ponds in the Middle Island area. The
majority of these are Class Il wetlands. Other freshwater
wetlands within the Primary Study Area include a cluster of
wellands in the vicinity of Manorville/South Manor, as well
as the Flanders area.

In addition, the many smaller freshwater stream systems
that flow south info Moriches Bay and their associated
fringe wetlands are located along the southern portion of
the Primary Study Areq.

New York State Tidal Wetlands Maps obtained from NYS-
DEC were utilized to identify tidal wetland boundaries. Fur-
ther welland delineation was provided by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Dept. of the Interior National Wetland In-
ventory Maps.26

Along the Long lsland Sound shoreline, two large tidal wet-
land areas are located in Wading River and Baiting Hollow.,
Extensive tidal wetlands are also located along Flanders
Bay and numerous fringe fidal wetlands exist up to the fidal
limits of many small streams that flow south into Moriches Bay.

The Brown Tide

The Peconic system is an interconnected series of shallow
coastal embayments that intermittently have been
plagued withan unusually dense and persistent aigal
bloom (the Brown Tide) since 1985. A Brown Tide Compre-
hensive Assessment and Management Program (8TCAMP)
to study the sources and impacts of the algail bloom.
BICAMP is a multi-year study which utilizes a two-prong ap-
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proach, dedling specifically with the Brown Tide problem
and more generally with conventional water quality con-
cerns in the Peconic Estuary watershed.

The recommenddations of BTCAMP that relate to develop-
ment activities within the surface water and groundwater
contributing areas of the Peconic River watershed include:

Marine Surface Water Quality Protection and Mitigation

- Prohibition of incremental point and non-point source
pollution and substantial groundwater degredation (no
net increase i n nitrogen loading).

- Aftainment of a nifrogen guideline of 0.5 mg/l through
polution abatement in the tidal portions of the Peconic River

Rare and Endangered Species and Signiticant Habitats

An invenfory of endangered, threatened. special concem,
and rare species was prepared utilizing data collected by
the NYSDEC and The Nature Conservancy for the NYSNHA.
It concentrates on plant and animal species considered
rare, threatened. or endangered, pius terrestiial and
aquatic habitats and other unique natural habitat features.

Sites identified as critical elements have been identified on
Figure 3-2.

A total of six sites were identified within the fenced area of
the Grumman facility by the NYSNHP as rare species, en-
dangered species or species of special concern. Four of
these sites were habitat 1o the endangered tiger salaman-
der. In fact, one of the wetland sites in the Airport Study
Area has one of the largest tiger salamander populations
known on Long Island. Other animals identified include the
spotted salamander and the coastal barrens buckmoth
both of which have been given the status of special con-
cern. Three rare plants were also identified within the Air-
port Study Area including the Nubtall’s lobelia, rose
coreopsis. and siender pinweed.

A total of 30 endangered, threatened, special concern or
rare animals and plants were identified within the buffer
zones. Table 3-3 lists those species and habitats found in this
area, many of which are located within freshwater wetland



TABLE 3-3
List of New York State Natural Heritage Program Rare Animals
and Plants Identifled within the NWIRP Buffer Zones
July 1992

Habitat: coastal plain pond shore
Species: NYS |.eqal Status,

mountain befwort E
tiger salamander E
Nutlall's tobelia R
eastem biuebird P-8C
reticulated nutrush

rose coreopsis

Cacolina redroot

Drowned homed rush
comb-leaved memaid-weed
iudwigia

short-beaked bald-rush
Martha spotted skimmer
painted biuet

quil-leaf arrowhead
long-beaked bald-rush
rush bladderwort
hiddentruit bladderwort
banded sunfish

srmall floating bladdeswont
fibrous bladderwort
coastal barrens buckmoth
knotted spkerush
two-flowered bladderwort
three-ribbed spikenush
grasshopper spamow
slender crabgrass
round-necked damsetily
long-tubercled spkerush
coppery St Johns-wort
herodius underwing

Key: NY State Legal Stalus
E = Endangered
T = Threatensd

SC = Special Concern
P-SC = Protected-speciat concarn
U-SC = Unprotected-special concein

R = Rare
U = Unprotected
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environments described in the previous section entitled Sur-
face Waters and Wetlands.

in addition, Significant Habitat Reports were obtained from
the NYSDEC Wildlife Resources Center that include portions
of their habitat boundaries within the NWIRP buffer zones.?
The southeast portion of the NWIRP buffer zone includes a
portion of one of the very largest tracts of natural pine bar-
rens on the Ronkonkoma moraine remaining on Long
Island. The southwestern portions of the NWIRR buffer zone
includes a large portion of the Linus Pond tributary complex
as well as a portion of the Peconic River itself east of Con-
neticut Avenue, both of which are habitat to an extensive
number of rare and endangered plant species.

According to The Nature Conservancy,

...more endangered species live here (the Peconic River
headwaters), in fact, than anywhere else in the State of
New York, and nearly all depend for thelr existence on the
equally fragile cogastal plain ponds that lie 1o the south of
the naval airfield.?8

Most recently, Linus Pond was the focus of recent research
which indicated,

...... that the coastal pond shore plant community is inte-
grally connected to the environment which surounds it.
Water-level fluctuations are one major factor maintcining
high diversity and controfing species composition along
the pond shore. The greatest diversity and density of plants
were observed to occur under non-flooded conditions. A
second key factor was nutient avaliability wherein high di-
versity pond shore communities of rosette and carnivorous
species are maintained in paort by the low-nutrient condi-
fions in these coastal pond shores. The long-term fluctua-
tion periods permit plant species to differ in their abilities to
germinate and grow under flooded and non-flooded soil
conditions, thus increasing the diversity of plant species to
include carnivorous plants and small-statured, slow growing
rosette species and resticling woody uplond shrubs infiltra-
tion into these fringe areas. It was conciuded that changes
in long-term water level fluctuation such as domming of
ponds, or lowering the water table through over-with-
drawal of groundwater, will affect these rare plant commu-
nities as well as increases in nutrients through
anthropogenic activities.??



- The Nature Conservancy has informed the URPB staff
that pond shore plants are much more sensitive to
nutrients than are people. Even if groundwater nufrient
concenirations were kept below the EPA standard for
drinking water, pond shore plants could be drastically
affected. (Animals and insects also could be offected
by increased nutrient levels, either directly or indirecily
due to changes in the plant community. )

- Phosphorus oPpeors to be the limiting nutient in Long
Istand coastal plains ponds, although this is not yet
confirmed. Groundwater may be a magjor source of
phosphorus for most ponds and lakes. Ambient nutrient
concentrations in groundwater supplying coastal plain

nds in the Calverton and flanders regions are very
ow. Even limited development upgradient from the
ponds could potentially add enough nutrients 10 the
groundwater to raise levels mqn¥-fold, with resultant
adverse effects on the pond biota

- Hence, the Natwe Conservancy has recommenaded that
quantifiable standards be established to ensure the
long-term protection of the rare species and natural
communities found in the vicinity of the Calverton
NWIRP. It believes that the present low levels of nuirients
and the histaricat levels of groundwater should be
mainfained.

Hundreds of endangered, threatened, special concern
and rare species were identified by the NYSNHP in the PSA.
The largest concentrations occurred in the Peconic River
and associated wetiand system. Other areas where endan-
gered and threatened species were identified were in the
vicinity of Lake Panamoka, Wading River Marsh, Carmans
River, Manorville, Middle Isiand. the Westhampton Dwarf
Pine Piains and wetland areas adjacent 1o a number of
small streams that flow south into Moriches Bay. A compos-
ite map of the jursdictions that affect the ASA is shown on
Figure 3-3.

Wildlife Resources and Management Activities

WHITE-TAILED DEER IN THE AIRPORT STUDY AREA - Lack of
sport hunting, high birth rate, freedom from predation. lim-
ited human activity and a large source of nutritious forage
in the grassy runway clear zones - all of these factors - have
contributed to the large size of the white-tailed deer nexd
resident within the Airport Study Area. Deer that venture
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onto runways pose a hazard to aircraft traffic at Calverton.
The deer herd has alse adversely impacted other natural
resurces. Past efforts to reduce the deer-aircraft strike haz-
ard have included removal of deer under a New York State
DEC depredation permit.30 Another approach to mifigate
this hazard consisted of the installation of 21,000 feet of
electrified deer fence that was designed to prevent or re-
duce animal incursion onto the runways and into the ac-
tively used paortion of the site.

A field observation study was conducted in the sumimer of
1987 to estimate the deer population at the airport, deter-
mine the heatth of the herd and assess effectiveness of the
electified fence which was installed in March 19873

NYSDEC estimates that from 300 - 500 deer are resident
within the fenced area. Another sowrce estimated the deer
population within the fence at Grumman to be 600 - 700
deer.32 from a wildlife conservation perspective. there are
too many desr in the Airport Study Areaq; this is evident from
the widespread overbrowsing that is occuring.3® Under-
story vegetation has been shipped away in wooded areas
and cld fields up 1o an elevation of § to 6 feet. Many pre-
ferred forage plant species are either absent or badly dam-
aged. Overbrowsing has reduced vegetative diversity,
forest regenerative capabilities, and increased soil erosion;
this degradation also adversely impacts other wildlife spe-
cies. In short, deer density in the Airport Study Area exceeds
the habitat carrying capacity.

AVIAN SPECIES IN THE AIRPORT STUDY AREA - Guils, waiter-
fowl, and other bird populations are of concern for Girport
operations, and various techniques have been used to de-
crease the likelihood of bird/aircraft collisions that can
cause damage to aircraft or injury to occupants. Manag-
ing airfield furf in the clear zones adjacent to runways is a
technique utilized to minimize the bird/aircraft strike hazard.
Grasslands adjacent to runways are maintained by mow-
ing so that grass height is kept in the range of 7 to 14
inches. Grass within this height range tend o have low nu-
tritionat value for birds and are less of an aftractant. Grass
lengths in this range aiso discowrage flocking species from
entering airfield areas, because reduced visibility disrupts
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interflock communications and also prevents predator de-
tection. Grasses that are allowed to grow in excess of 14
inches tend to attract rodents, which in turn atiracts rap-
tors. No fertilizer is used In the clear zones adjacent to the
runways at Calverton.

FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES - Public access
to NWIRP buffer zones for various recreational uses has
been provided since 1965 under cooperative agreements
executed by the United States Navy, Department of the In-
terior (Fish ang Wildiife Service) and NYSDEC. The latest co-
operative agreement provides for the preparation of @
long range management plan thot addresses the foliowing
primary goals:

« to proteci and develop fish and wildlife resources 1o-
cated at NWIRP. Calverton, and

« 1o provide for the continued utilization of this areafor
nunting, fishing. trapping and other resource-based out-
door recreational pursuits.

The Long Range Wildlife Management Pian 1985-1994 pre-
pared by the NYSDEC pursuant to the agreement describes
the management activities targeted to the buffer zones
that are designed to

« increase habitat diversity (e.g. . create openings within
wooded stands),

« improve habitat for key species (e.g.. plant annual
grairs as food for quail, pheasant and other seed eaters),

+ and provide access sites (e.q., parking areas) and facili-
ties for s;ggzclol uses (e.g., designated frails for motorcy-
cle use).

Hydrogeology

The boundaries of the PSA encompass regions of deep
aquifer recharge on the north and south sides of the
groundwater divide which traverses central Broockhaven;
and on both sides of the North and South Fork divides,
which extend east of the headwaters of the Peconic
River.*¥ Figure 3-4 depicts the PSA groundwater resources.
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Water Table Conditions

The March 1991 water table map of Suffolk County pre-
pared by the Suffolk County Dept. of Health Services indi-
cates that upper glacial aquifer water table elevation
ranges from 44 ff. amst in the western portion of the Airport
Study Area 1o 32 ft. amsl in the eastern portion. These eleva-
tions are representative of recent historical highs in water
table elevations. Groundwater fed surface waters located
in the study area have water surface elevations ranging
from cabout 35 to 44 it amsl. The surface waterbody lo-
cated in the extreme northwest corner of the study area is
perched. Site inspection revealed that this location re-
ceives stormwater runoff flows from Route 25.

Groundwater Flow

Shallow groundwater flow velocities within the Primary
Study Area are generally in the range of one-haif 1O one
foot per day . The directions of horizontal flow, as shown on
the Groundwater Resources map, are primarily north and
south on the respective sides of the main groundwater di-
vide, with a slight easterly component throughout much of
the Primary Study Area. The influence of the Peconic River
extends westward just beyond Brookhaven National Labo-
ratory, where the main divide splits info northern and south-
ern branches. Recharge in the region between the divides
either discharges to the Peconic River as shallow flow, or
fravels downward and eastward within the Magothy. The
area that contributes shallow groundwater flow to the Pe-
conic River is shown on the groundwater Resources map.
The northern. branch of the groundwater divide fraverses
the northern half of the Airport Study Area, and approxi-
mately bisects the North Fork out to Maitituck Inlet. The
southern divide generally follows the topographic high
formed by the Ronkonkoma morgine.

Inferred groundwater flow directions at several sampling lo-
cations in the Airport Study Area are shown on Figure 3-4.

Depth to Groundwater

Areas where there is a shallow depth to groundwater im-
pose a severe constraint to development activity Depth 10
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groundwater is defined as the difference between the ele-
vation of the land surface and the elevation of the ground-
water table. Shallow depths to groundwater interfere with
building and construction practices. laying of pipes and
paving, and are also subject to groundwater flooding and
septic system failure. Sepftic system leaching pools and sew-
age disposal beds should not be located in areas where
depth to groundwater is shallow.

Areas within the Alrport Study Area having ¢ depth to
groundwater of less than § feet, as well as a depth of
greater than 5 feet but less than 10 feet, are shown on
Figure 3-5.

High groundwater table conditlons are most prevalent
within the area currently being ufilized by Grumman be-
tween the runways,

The westermn portion of the area has two primary corridors
beyond runway §/23 where depth to groundwater poses a
severe constraint fo development. The eastern portion is,
for the most part, free of this constraint, with the exception
of the area close 1o the Peconic River, as well as the area
that encompasses the two small ponds in the northeast
corner,

Water Supply

Groundwater serves as the source of drinking water for all
residing in the PSA. Six community water suppliers provide
public water to roughly three fourihs of the residential, busi-
ness, industrial and institutional users in the Central Suftolk
SGPAY with the Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA)
serving. approximately 76 percent of those on public
water.’8 Over 80 percent of the 20 mgd withdrawn from the
glacial aquifer as of 1987 represents approximately 20 per-
cent of the installed capacity of the wells.

The Grumman facility served workers with potable water
from three production wells located in a line approximately
2,500 to 2,750 feet north of the south gate, approximately
500 feet west of the roadway Both well #2 and well #3 were
removed from service in 1991 because of volatile organic
contamination.3?
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The nearest piivate wells to the Grumman facility are lo-
cated 0.3 miles south, 0.7 miles east, 0.256 miles north, and
0.25 miles west of the facifity. The Shorewood Water Com-
pany is in the process of connecting existing residential de-
velopment to the west and northwest in Ridge and
surrounding Lake Panamaoka to its water supply system. The
Shorewood Water Company will soon be purchased and
operated by the Suffolk County Water Authority. Similatly.
residences in areas north of the Grumman facility will soon
have access 1o public water from the Riverhead Water Dis-
trict. Public water service areas are shown on Figure 3-4.

The Grumman facility as existing is classified as a Non-com-
munity Water Supply and is under the jurisdiction of the
SCDHS and subject to periodic inspections by the depart-
ment, The facility must also submit periodic water quality
sample analyses 10 the Suffolk County Department of
Health Services.

Plans have been proposed to install an activated casbon
filter at the site which will be sized to accommodate one
well. This filter is expected to be on line prior to the summer
of 1993. In addition, future long term plans call for an air
stripper to be installed at the site with the proposed acti-
vated carbon filter to be maintained and used as a polish-
ing filter following the air stripper.

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater quality within the PSA is generally excellent:
however. industrial activities have impacted the shallower
portions of the aquifer system in some regions, including the
more densely developed, unsewered areas In the western-
most portion of the PSA, and agricultural areas of Riverhead.

All the glacial and shallow Magothy wells at SCWA William
Floyd Parkway in Upton and SCWA Bailey Road on the di-
vide in Middle Island have water quality close to pristine.
Similar pristine water quality is found in the two deep (240-
300 ft.) glacial wells at SCWA Moriches-Riverhead Road
near fthe South fork divide on the Brookhaven-
/Southampton border, while the three shallow (70-160 ft.)
glacial wells at SCWA Old Country Road in Westhampion
have shown only the slightest elevations of nitrate. Not all
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public supply wells in the central and eastern portions of
the primary study area are prstine. however, as evidenced
by the Shorewood Water Company’s Bridgewater Dilve
well field, where one of the shallow (140 ft.) glaclal wells has
had intermitient problems with nitrates and chlorides. In ad-
dition, the two 160 ft. glaclal wells at SCWA Country Club
Road in Manotville have nitrates In the 3-4 ppm range and
elevated sulfates, most probably related to existing goif
course and past farming actvities.

Aircraft assembly and testing activities since the 1950s has
had an impact on groundwater quality in the Alrport Study
Area. The U.S. Navy Is conducting a Navy Instaliation Resto-
ration Program (NIRP) at NWIRP, Calverton that Is designed
to investigate past hazardous materlals handling and dis-
posal practices. The goal Is to Identify and remedlate any
environmental probiems that may have resulted from these

past praclices.

The final Site Investigation Report prepared under the NIRP
program identified four sites within the Alrport Study Area
where groundwater is known to have been Impacted.49
These sites are shown on the Groundwater Characterslstics
Map; are the

. Northeast Pond Disposal Ateq,

« Ihe Fire Training Areq,

- the Fuel Calibration Areaq, and

+ ihe Fuel Depot.

Three other areas. also shown on the Groundwater Charac-
teristics Map, are worth mentioning:

- ibe former Coal Storage Areq,
. he fornner STP Leaching Field. and

. the Nostheast Radar Tower Areo.

Brown Tide Comprehensive Assessment and
Management Program and Peconlc River Water Quatity

The Peconlc system is an interconnected series of shallow
coastal embayments at the eastern end that has been
intermittently plagued with an unusually dense and persistent
algal bloom (the "Brown Tide") since 1985. Because of the
devastating Impacts of this bioom on the estuarine re-
sources of the Peconic system. the Suffolk County Depart-
ment of Health Services (SCDHS) initiated the Brown Tide
Comprehenslve Assessment and Management Progrom
(BTCAMP) In 1988. The final project report is expected to be
published in 1993,

BTCAMP Is a multi-year study which provided for a compre-
henslve program of specialized research activities. exten-
sive bay monitoring, management and evaluation of data
(e.g.. land use, sources of contamination. groundwater),
and state-of-the-art mathematical. computer modelling.
The study has utilized a two-prong approach. dealing spe-
clfically with the Brown Tlde problem and more generally
with conventional water quality concerns in the Peconic Es-
tuary watershed.

A deldiled investigation of the Peconic River was on inte-
gral part of BICAMP, since the Peconlc River is the single
largest surface water freshwater input to the Peconic Estu-
ary system. This section desciibes the peliminary recom-
mendations of BICAMP that relate to development
activities within the surface water and groundwater con-
tiibuting areas of the Peconic River watershed,

Marine Surface Water Quality Protection and Mitigation

| Incremental point and non-point source pollution and
substanticl groundwater degradation should be prohib-
lted in the poorly flushed and environmentally stressed
tidal portions of the Peconic River and western Flanders
Bay areas ("no net increase of nitrcgen loading”).

i As olong range goal. pollution abatement should oc-
cur 5o that the nitrogen guideline of 0.5 mg/l can be ai-
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talined In the tidal portions of the Peconlc River and
Flanders Bay,

Sewage Treatment Plants
lii. Inretation to sewage treatment plant expansion, no

net Increase In quantities of nitrogen discharged to sur-
face waters should be allowed from Grumman,
Brookhaven National Lab. and Riverhead STPs.

iv. In general, the construction of additlonal groundwater-

discharging sewoge freatment plants In the groundwa-
ler-contiibuting area to the Peconlc River Is contrary to
the recommended laige-lot zoning policy. which is de-
signed to prevent substantlal groundwoter degrada-
tion for surface water protection purposes. No new

cluster development, transfer of development rights,
and progroms related to land preservation, acquisition,
and enhancement.

In addition 1o the land use conirols noted above, Pe-
conic River development plans should be reviewed ulil-
lzing the shictest practicable standards, which should
Include the requiting of open space dedications. moxi-
mum practicable setbacks from the river, and natural
landscaping technigues to minimize fedilizer use.

. On a systerm-wide basis, any action which would result

In a substantial increase in stormwaoter runoff coliform
loading to the Peconic Estuary system should be strictly

groundwater-discharging treatment facility should be prohibited.

considered uniless it replaces and upgrades an older fa-
ciity However, In special circumstances, groundwater- x. Stormwater runoff remediation efforts should be under-

discharging sewnge treatment plants may be taken on a site-specific basts pursuant to localized stud-
considered, subject to the following conditions: les which demonstrate technological. economic, and

a.} Best available technology is utilized (e.g.. denitriflcation environmental feasibility
to 4 mg/n:

b.) The proposed project Is associated with significant
groundwatet, natural resources, and/or sueface water
quality benefits; and

xl. Propaosais for new development within the stormwater
runoff-contributing area to the Peconic Estuary system
should be reviewed under the stiictest scrutiny In addi-
tion to on-site stormwater runoff containment require-
ments, vegetative buffers and sediment and process,
with enforcement through the Issuance and revocation
of permits.

c.) Additional environmentdal onalysls and/or modelli
indicate that the adverse Impacts on the Peconic Rives
system will be negligible.

Peconic River Land Use

v. Developable residential land In the Peconic River corri- i
dor should be upzoned to a minimum of two acres per
unit. Additional natural resource protection could be at-
toined by even more stringent Jand use controls, such
as three to five acre zoning.

With respect to sources such as domestic animal waste
and fertilizers. best management practices and public
awareness should be promoted.

Groundwater

(in addition to Peconic River Land Use recommendations)

xiii. Monltoring programs and the study of surface water im-

pacts of groundwater should be continued, especiaily
with respect to areas of known contamination.

vi, Commercial, industrial. and Institutional land uses
should be contiolled so that the impact on groundwa-
ter with respect to nitrogen contribution is comparable

lo that of two-acre residentiol zoning.
xiv Best management practices. such as low-rmainte-

nance lawns, slow-release nitrogen ferfitizers, maodifica-

vil. Zoning confiols should be implemented in conjunction
tion of fertilizer gpplication rates. and sanitary system

with other land use management techniques. including
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maintenance should be promoted through public edu-
cation.

xv. Additional controls, such as ferfilizer use restrictions,
should be promofed in the Peconic River watershed.

Hazardous Materials and Sediments

xvi. Groundwater monitoring programs at Grumman,
Brookhaven National Laboratory, and other sites of pre-
sent and historical hazardous material discharges
should be confinued. Where appropriate, monitoring
and remedial investigations of hazardous material-con-
taminated sites should incorporate surface water and
sediment monitoring with full consideration of surface
water impacts incorporated in management decisions.

xvii. The relatively small store of data regarding hazardous
materials impacts on surface waters should be ex-
panded.

xviii. Sediment fliux is a mgjor problem with respect to nutri-
ent contribution in the eastern Peconic River and Flan-
ders Bay areas, and requires further investigation to
improve documentation and characteize the dynam-
ics of the relationship between poliution contribution
and sediment flux. Given the excellent water quality in
the Peconic River. sediment flux of nitrogen in the fresh-
water portion of the Peconic River system does not ap-
pear 1o be a significant source. However, consideration
of sediments in the freshwater portions of the river
should be incorporated in the development of general
toxic material characterization and management plan.

The Brown Tide Comprehensive Assessment and Manage-
ment Program has set forth a number of findings, conclu-
sions, and recommendations which have relevance with
respect to potential airport deveiopment A detailed ex-
amination of these issues is not within the scope of this fea-
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sibility study. However, it is useful at this point to identify the
major areas of concern with respect to BICAMP. It is also
important 1o note that many of the areas which are recom-
mended by BTCAMP for further research, monitoring. and
management (e.g.. sediment flux. hazardous material con-
famination. surface water quality) are proposed as future
efforts under the National Estuary Program Peconic Estuary
Nomination. Other areas, such as groundwater investiga-
tions at Grumman and Broockaven National Laboratory, are
ongoing efforfs independent of BICAMP or this feasibility
study.

The areas of concern in reviewing airport development ai-
ternatives with respect to surface water protection are
listed as follows:

- Compliance with Suffolk County Sanitary Code
reguiations re?ardmg groundwater (and dependent
surface watern protection, including Article o (Realty
Subdivisions and Developments), Article 7 (Water
Poiiution Control), and Article 12 {Toxic and Hazardous
Materials Storage and Handling Controls).

- Sewage treatment and discharge impacts on
groundwater and/or Peconic River.

Water supply impacts on groundwater, watlands, and
swface water systems.

- Impacts of hazardous material use, storage and disposal;
industrial waste pretreatment processes.

- Design of adequate stormwater runoff control systems.

- Impacts of fertilizerss, herbicides, and ofhe chemicals on
groundwater and/or Peconic River; maximizing of
landscaping techniques to minimize ferilizer use.

- Establishment of vegetative buffers and setbacks from
wetlands, the river system, and other sensitive natural
resowces related 10 the river's ecosystem 1o maximize
protection of the ecosystern from polfutants.



PART THREE

Developmental Constraints Analysis

An analysis of developmental constraints was conducted
for the Aiport Study Area for the purpose of locating those
sites having characteristics which make them the most suit-
able for potential development, Developmental constraints
are defined as those physical and locational characterisfics
of land and water resources that present hazards 1o or limit
the economic feasibility and environmental acceptability
of development 4! This analytical foo! recognizes the differ-
ences in the physical and biological processes that char-
acterize the environmental resources of an areq, and the
relative abilities of that area fo tolerate development. It has
the greatest utility when applied to vacant lond and the
evaluation of resources prior to commitment of that land to
a specific use pattern. it enables one 1o segment an area
in terms of the developrnental constraints that are present.

Natural resources information and other relevant data ap-
plicable to the ASA are taken from four maps: Soil and
Floodplain Constiaints, Natural Resouices, Regulatory
Boundaries and Groundwater Characteristics. (Figures 3-1.
3-2, 3-3, 3-4.) The mapping units on each of these maps are
listed in Table 3-4. A first step in utilizing these maps to lo-
cate areas most suitable for development involves the
identification of severe as contrasted with moderate devel-
opment constraints.

A composite map of these constraints is shown in Figure 3-8,
Appropriate buffer zones around the most sensitive units
were also mapped as areas where development should be
restricted.

This analysts was conducted for the west and east secfors
of the ASA. Developmental constraints for the two runways,
their associated 750 ft, clear zones and the central portion
of the Airport Study Area now being utilized by the Grum-
man Corporation are not shown on the map, since these
areas are already developed. The results of this analysis are
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porfrayed on the Developmental Constraints map, Figure
3-6. Two designations are shown - those areas charac-
terized as imposing severe developmental constraints
(which include one or mare of the mapping units with ap-
propriate buffers determined to be a severe constraint),
with development constraints to be considered to be mod-
erate on the remaining acreage.

The acreages in the west and east sectors that have been
categorized as having severe and moderate developmen-
tal constraints are listed in Table 3-5. In the west sector, 253
acres out of a total sector area of 789 acres have severe
developmental constraints. Severe constraints in the 588
acre east sector are found on 178 acres,

In total, there are 946 acres in the east and west sectors
combined where developmental constraints’ are moder-
ate. From the natural resource protection perspective, po-
tential development of the ASA for joint use should be
fargeted to this acreage. as opposed to the siting of facili-
ties in those locations where the constraints are severe.

If and when development is actuclly proposed for the ASA,
such development will be reviewed in detall through exe-
cution of the appropriate environmental impact statement
preparation and review procedures.

Mitigation measures can be instituted to minimize the envi-
ronmental impact of proposed development. Such meas-
ures would include siting structures and facilities in those
locations where development constraints are moderate,

Where possible the protection of mature, natural vegeta-
ton associations is a first priority. Hence, it is recommended
that the following hierarchy (listed in descending order from
most to least value) be used in conjunction with the Vege-
tation Patterns in Areas Having Moderate Developmental
Constraints map during preparation of site plans: Pinef/oak
Forest; Oak Forest; Pitch Pine Forest; Mixed Conifers & De-
ciduous Plantation; Old Fields; and Grass/Landscaped Ar-
eas. See Figure 3-6.



m Arees Baving Severe Couscraints _ Pitch Pinme Forasc ﬁ«
: Areas Raving Moderate Constraints i Mixed Conifers & Deciduous :
(the devclopmencal ¢aasiralots are
moderEre on thd Temuining rcreaged - 014 TFields

- Gruss/landscaped Arcas \ s

- Pine/Oak Forest
- Dstorbed Axess NYS

- Dak Foresc

Figure 3-6 ASA Development Constraints
Composite

324



Savers (S) or Modsrata M)

Deveiopmental Constiamt

S (inchudes 100 ft. buffer
in swale areas)

TABLE 3-4
Airport Study Area Developmentai Constraints Analysis.,
Map Name Mapping Unt
Soil and Floodplain
Conslrants Map 100 Year Ficodpiain S
Surface Water Contributing
Area 1o Peconic River S
Steep Slopes S
Intermitient Streams
Wel Sais S
Natural Resources Map  Freshwater Wellands

Regulatory Boundaries
Map

Groundwater
Characlenstics Map

Nalural Heritage Program
flare Species & Habials

Surface Waters
Pitch Pine Forest
Pine/Oak Forest
Oak Forest
Mixed Conifers

and Deciduous
Ol Fields
Grass/Landscaped Areas
Disturbed Areas

Wid, Scenic and
Hecrealional Rivers Act

Peconic Eshiary Nakonal
Estuary Program

Sutfolk County Sanitary
Code Artictes 6 and 7

Pine Barrens

Central Sufiok SGPA

Groundwaler Divide
Depih © Groundwater<5’

Depth to Groundwaters5'<{0’
Soil Stes and Groundwaler

Fiow Directions
Waler Supply Wells

Groundwalter Contributing
{0 Peconic River

S (includes 100 fi. bufter)

S (nchudes 1,000 ' buffer
lo protect tiger sala-
mander; and 100 f!
bufter \o protect rare
plants.

§ (nchides 100 fi. buffer)

=TT < O TITIT T

< I vz

TABLE 3-5
Calverton Airport Study Area Developmental Constraints.*

Area with Severe Arga with Moderate
Seclor Constraints (acres) Constrainls [acres) Tota! Area (acres)
Wesl Sector 233 536 789
East Sector 178 410 588
i Total a3 946 3

*The Aitport Study Area encompasses 2,913 acres. The area currently
being used by the Greroman Coip. within the runway triangle is 1.536 acres.
(of which 944 acres is Grumman Aerospace),

Habltat fragmentation is another issue that should be ad-
dressed In the site plan design process. In general, it is more
advisable to retain large fracts of undisturbed woodiand
habitat, as opposed to a number of isolated smalter tracts.

The ASA 15 hydrologically iinked fo the coastal plain ponds
and the Peconlc River to the soulth and southwest. which
contain sensitive pond shore habitats 42 Additional investi-
gations will be requied to predict the exient to which
groundwater quality and quantity conditions would
changes ds the result of ASA development, and how such
change woud affect the Peconic River system. Field data
collection and modelling efforts wiill be required. Results of
such analyses should be ulilized to specify appropriate
waste treatment facilities, the sites of such facilities, and
where water supply wells should be located.



PART FOUR

Regulatory And Planning Boundaries

he previous sectlons of this chapter have addressed the
physical atliibutes and natural resources of the entire PSA
with speclal emphasts on the ASA. A piime purpose and re-
sult of the environmental analysls was the identification of
constraints to development based on a varlety of limits
such as wellands, rare specles, efc.

This section contains a revlew and description of the
various Federal. State and County statutory programs
that may have jurisdictional impact on the ASA
and/or the PSA.

They Include:
« the Federal Peconic Estuary Program (PEP):
« Ciiticd Environmental Areas (CEAS):
+  Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers (WSRR);
» Specid Groundwater Protectlon Areas (SGPAS);
+  Coastal Area Boundary (CAB);
- Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habltots (SCFWH);
«  Suffolk County Pine Barens (SCPB): and
. Suffolk County Sanitary Code Articles 6 and 7.
A composite map of the jurisdictions that affect the ASA ks
shown on Figure 3-3.

PECONIC ESTUARY NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM - The
Clean Water Act as amended in 1987 provided for the
creation of the National Estuary Program (NEP) to promote
long term planning and management In nattonally signifl-
cont estuories threatened by poilution. development, or
overuse. Overall responsibility for the program Is given to
ihe Uniled Stoles Enviironmental Protection Agency (EPA).
e goals of the NEP are to protect and improve water and
sediment qudlity. and to enhance living resources.
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The Peconlc Estuary was designated on @ September 1991
as the 18th estuary of national significance under the NEP.
A Comprehensive Conservation and Managemen! Plan
(CCMP) for the Peconics will be prepared using fedesal fl-
nanclal assistance. The boundary is shown on Figure 3-7.
Portlons of the Alrport Study Area ore Included within the
boundary. The Peconic NEP study area boundary may be
changed as a result of future deliberations.

CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREAS - The New York State Envi-
ronmental Quallty Review Act (Adicle 8. N.Y.S. Environ-
mental Conservation Law) rules and regulations (NYCRR
Part 617) permit local agencles to designate a specliic
geographlc area within its boundarles as a Critical Environ-
mental Area (CEA). To be designated as a CEA, an area
must have an exceptlonal or unique character covering
one or more of the followlng:

1. a benefit or threat to human health;

2. a natural sefting (e.g.. fish and wildiife habitat, forest and
vegetatlon. open space and areas of Important
aesthelic or scenic quality);

3. soclal, culurdl, historic, archaeologicdl, recreationat.
or educational values; of

4. an Inherent ecological, geological or hydrotogical
sensitivity to change which may be adversely affected
by any change. Any unlisted action in a CEA must be
freated as a Type 1 octlon requirlng the completion of a
long environmental assessment form ond a coordinoted
review process.

The Ciitical Environmental Areas map shows that the Airport
Study Areqa is not located within the boundaries of a CEA
established by town or county governments pursuant to Ar-
ticle 8. Extensive areas within the PSA however. haove been
so designated. See Figure 3-8.
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WILD, SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL RIVERS - The Wild, Scenic
ond Recreotional Rivers System Act (Title 27, Aricle 15,
N.Y.S. Environmental Conservation Law) was passed In 1972.
Rivers are placed In wild, scenic or recreational categories
based on appearance and amount of nearby develop-
ment. Existing uses of land In the designated river corridors
are dllowed to continue but may not be altered or ex-
panded except pursuant to a permit.

The boundarles as shown on Figure 3-9 indicates that a
small porfion of the ASA has been included in the area des-
ignated under Article 15 as the Peconic River scenic corrl-
dor. Regulations do not permit the construction of muttiple
family dwellings or commeiclal and industrial structures in
those areas designated as scenic.

SPECIAL GROUNDWATER PROTECTION AREAS - Central
Suffolk - Figure 3-10 indicates that the Alrport Study lies en-
firely in the Central Suffolk SGPA.

COASTAL AREA BOUNDARY - Ancther regulatory boundary
that traverses the Primary Study Area is the New York State
Coostal Area Boundary which Is administered by the New
York State Dept. of State (NYSDQS). For preposed state per-
mits, funding, and direct actions, each stafe agency re-
views its own actions, usually through the State
Environmental Quality Review Act, to ensure that they are
consistent.

As shown on Figure 3-11 the ASA is not located In the
Coastal Area.

SIGNIFICANT COASTAL FISH AND WILDUFE HABITATS - The
NYSDOS has identified four Significant Coastal Fish and
Wildlife Habitats within the PSA. The ASA is not located In
any of these designated habitats. See Figure 3-12.

SUFFOLK COUNTY PINE BARRENS - The Pine Barrens Review
Commission is empowered by County Charter provisions to
study, recommend, report, review, notify, consuit, and co-
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ordinate with any local, state or federal agency concern-
ing problems. needs. resources and decision-making that
occur in the Pine Barrens Zone.

The Commission’s primary jurisdiction covers advisory re-
view of municipal zoning, special permit, variance and plat
approval actions. Additionally, the purpose of the Commis-
sion is to propose. advise and increase public awareness
on issues affecting the need fo protect and enhance
Suffolk County’s water supply and the important ecologi-
cal, cuttural, historical, and aesthetic values of the Pine 8ar-
rens Zone.

The entire ASA Is located in the Pine Barrens Zone, as shown
on Figure 3-13.

SUFFOLK COUNTY SANITARY CODE ARTICLE 6, 7. and 12 -
Article 6 of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code regutates the
density and sewage facility requirements of residential and
non-residential realty subdivisions and developments in Hy-
drogeologic Zoneslll, V and V.

Article 7 of the Suffolk County Sanitary Code is primarity in-
tended to provide additional protection 1o deep recharge
areas and water supply sensitive areas from possible spills
and discharges of certain toxic and hazardous materials.
should be noted that many high-tech manufacturing and
assembly operations require the storage and use of signifi-
cant volumes of hazardous materials, and that such opera-
fions would be stiictly limited under Article 7 unless a
sewage treatmert plont with discharge outside Hydro-
geologic Zone lli is constructed.

Arnicle 12 of the Suffolk County Sanitory Code provides re-
strictions and construction standards for toxic and hazard-
ous matericls.

As shown onv Figure 3-14, the entire ASA Is located within Hy-
drogeologic Zone Il — a deep recharge zong — and is sub-
ject to the regulatory programs under these articles.
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Figure 3-11 Coastal Area Boundary (CAB)
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PART FIVE

Noise Analysis, and Regulatory

Introduction

This section provides a general review of the types of noise
issues which might be associated with enhanced commer-
cial use of Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant (NWIRP)
at Calverton. The chapter also reviews general noise issues
associated with girport development and how noise and
surrounding land uses are interrelated. A surmmmary Is pro-
vided of how airport noise is measured and what kinds of
daia are needed to create a picture of existing airport
noise and to predict future noise patterns. Different kinds of
airports and their noise characteristics are compared and
nationatl tfrends at work today are reviewed.

Other dirports with operations similar those proposed for
Calverton are discussed, and existing noise issues at Calver-
ton are summarized together with the general Issues likely
to be associated with the alternativas currently under con-
sideration. Noise studies are presented for three potential
development alternatives and, finally, commonly used
noise mitigation and land use compatibility strategies and
techniques are highlighted.

Airport Noise Issues

NOISE AS AN AIRPORT PLANNING ISSUE - Noise is generally
thought of as one of the major Impact categories assoclh-
ated with aviafion activity, When most people think of air-
port environmental impacts they think of the noise of jet
aircrafi taking off and landing over nearby residential ar-
eas. How much of an impact noise may be at a given air-
port depends very greatly on the type of airport and the
land uses susrounding that airport. Even though noise is usu-
ally thought of as the major issue associated with airport
planning . hoise can be less of a concern at some airports
when compared with other impact categories such as ef-
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fects on long term land use or transportation paiterns in sur-
rounding areas.

Nolse issues depend greatly on the type of airport being
considered and its existing or proposed aclivity patterns.
Whereas a major passengey airport can generate very high
activity levels and consequently high noise levels. a minor
freight or maintenance center may have comparatively
few operations and hence generate considerably less
noise.

The major source of airport noise is aircraft operations, i.e..
aircraft arrivals and departures. The amount of noise gener-
ated depends. among other things. on the types of aircraft
(the fleet mix) and the number of operations. Some aircraft
are much noisier than other aircraft. Older Jets tend to be
the noisiest. The more aircraft operations. the more con-
stant the noise and hence the greater the cumulative noise
level. Additional factors include the direclion of ariving
and departing air traffic, the distance different aircraft in
the fleet mix require to reach an alfifude where noise be-
comes less audible and the arrival and departure palterns
and the dglide slopes of arriving aircraft

The land uses which surround an airport are especiaily im-
porant to airport noise impacts. For noise to be heard it
must have a receptor— someone who hears the noise.
Generdlly, the more receptors are exposed to the noise.
the more serious the impact is considered to be. Hence. sit-
ing studies for new airports tend to avoid wban areas
where large numbers of people may be exposed to noise
Impacts.

For noise to have a negative impact it must inferfere with
human activity, such as sleep., speech. concentration or lis-
tening fo music. Thus the type of activity of land use being
exposed to the noise is also a critically important factor. A

- major jetport in the middle of an urban residential neigh-

borhood can generate huge impacts on those who live
near the alrport A smaller airport with only a few opera-



fions In a rural Industrial park may have signiflcantly less im-
pact, This is consldered to be so not only because there are
fewer operations. but also because the surounding uses
are considered less noise sensitive (fewer and/or less sensi-
tive receptors such as industrial or agricuitural use).

On the other hand many people are of the oplinion that qir-
port nolse may have more of an impact in rural areas even
though there are fewer receptors because of the differ-
ence in ambient noise levels (i.e., the sound effects can
sometimes seem more pronounced in a quiet rural area).
These and simitar discussions over fime have brought in-
creasingly more focus on what is fermed single event noise
as opposed to cumulative noise — which is the usual crite-
rion for determining the effects of airport noise.

HOW AIRPORT NOISE IS MEASURED - Airport noise is meas-
ured in what Is called the A-welghted sound level (some-
times referred to as dBA or LA). The A-weighted sound level
Is designed 1o simulate the sensitivity of the human ear fo
particular frequencies of sound. The A-weighied sound
level is the basic unit of measurement for most Federal,
State and local nolse standards. Figure 3-15 provides a
comparison of different A-weighted noise leveils in dBA.

Noise measures for airpors are generally divided into the
categories of single event nolse and cumulative noise. Sin-
gle-event noise (sometimes referred to as SEL or LAE) is best
understood as the dose of noise associated with single
event such as an daircraft taking off from a runway and
passing overhead. Single-event noise has been utiiized as a
means of comparing the relative noise contributions of indi-
vidual aircraft types. SEL measures an individual noise dose
by compressing the time of the event into a single interval,
(see Figure 3-16) thus the total nolse measure is often 5-10
dBA higher than that experienced over the actual time in-
terval. Use of this descriptor for determining possible com-
munity reaction or overall sensitivity is generally consldered
to be of relatively ilitte benefit since there presently are no
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Figure 3-16
Sound Exposure Level (SEL) Measurement
Sowce: NWIRP Calveiton Noise Contours, HMMH, Report No. 292420, 1992.

types can be used to develop cumulative noise measuwe-
ments or kdn.

Cumulative noise level measurements providée a single
number which is equivalent to the total noise exposure over
a specified time period. Thus cumulative noise measuwe-
ment is based on both time and level. The standard FAA in-
dex for determining the cumulative noise exposure of
individuals to noise, known as the yearly day-night average
sound level or YDNL (also expressed as Ldn). The Ldn value
is a single number descriptor of the time-varying noise en-
ergy occuiiing over a 24-hour period, with a weighting fac-
tor for the human sensitivity to noise during the nighttime
period (10:00 PM to 7:.00AM).

Lan was developed and infroduced as a single method for
predicting the effects on a population of the average long-
term exposure to noise. After many years of study and ap-
plication, the Ldn has emerged as a workable and efficient
fool for use in airport and land use planning and in relating
aircroft noise to community reaction. This descriptor is used
in airport environmental assessments and is the specified
descriptor in Tile 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 150 (14 CFR Part 180). which governs the FAA’s noise
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and land use compatibility planning process. Figure 3-17
provides a comparison of different noise levels in Ldn.
Figure 3-18 shows the relationship between annoyance and
noise exposure measured in Ldn.

Many peopie believe that single-event noise is also very im-
portant in understanding the noise impacts of airports. In
1990, in order to resolve an ongoing discussion about the
relative effectiveness of cumulative versus single-event
noise measuwements. the FAA and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) reached an agreement 1o study
FAA's analysis of noise impacts in environmental impact
statements. The provision of single-event noise data is one
of the subjects covered in the agreement and this supple-
mental analysis is in complete conformance with existing
FAA guidance and in no way preempts or replaces the use
of the Ldn descriptor.

Ldn is usually modeled over a given area in terms of noise
exposure maps which consist of noise contours showing the
various Ldn levels (65.70,75. etc.) expressed as series of lines
or confours drawn over a map of a given site area. This
map shows the overall site area exposed to a given Ldn
level. The map can be generated by one of several com-
puter modeils such as the Infegrated Noise Mode! or INM
developed by the FAA which models projectad noise oul-
put in Ldn based on a variety of inputs about expecied
runway operations and fypes of aircraft using the runways.

For comparative evaluations at the proposed level of inves-
tigation. the Ldn unit and methodology are the most ap-
propriate. Gross areas within the Ldn contours can be
quickly and efficiently estimated and evaluated in terms of
existing land use compatibility guidance.

Airport Compatible Land Uses

Land use impacts surrounding an airport site are largely de-
termined by compatibility with forecast noise levels. Thus
land use cormpatioility is strongly linked to the forecast noise
contours (or airport noise exposure maps) which are the
principatl planning tool specified by the FAA for airport noise
compatibility planning.
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Land use compatibility is usually measured accorging 10
the Ldn descriptor discussed above. Land use compatibility
guidance is provided by the FAA which relafies the noise
levels expressed by the contours to various land use fypes
experiencing that noise. Programs for airport noise com-
patibility planning are governed by the rules set forth in 14
CFR. Part 150 (also referred to as Federal Aviation Regula-
tions or FAR Part 180). Part 150 also sets guidelines for which
land uses are compatible with noise exposures over 65 Ldn
using the Ldn descriptor. Land use compatibility guidelines
from FAR Part 150 are shown in Table 3-6.

In general, Table 3-6 shows that residential land uses and
some tnstitutional uses such as hospitals, schools, churches
and auditoriums or concert halls are listed as incompatible
with noise levels over 65 Ldn without inclusion of indoor
sound level reduction measures. Compatible uses for noise
levels between 65 and 70 Ldn include some instifutionat
wses as well as industrial, transportation, commercial (in-
cluding office and retail), agricultural/forestry and active
recreational facilities. Parks, resorts, camps and nature ex-
hibits are also lisied as compatible uses. Although not spe-
cifically listed. undeveloped open space and large areas
of open water can also be considered as a compatible use
and even as possible buffer zones. Above 70 Ldn most uses
are listed as incompatible unless indcor noise sound level
reduction measures are incoarporated into the planning
and design any structures associated with the use. Excep-
tions 1o this include amusernents, parks. resoris and camps
as wall as mining and fishing activities. Table 3-7 provides
similar guidelines for residential development from the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Noise Models

Integrated Noise Models or INM's are most commonly used
to modet existing airport noise as derived from a noise sur-
vey or prospective future noise from anticipated future de-
veloprment scenarios. Existing noise can be modeled from a
survey or from operations profiles using accepted data in-
puts for the existing fleet mix and operations profiles,

Prospective or predictive modeling ofien uses standard in-
puts for aircraft types derived from a prospective opera-
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tions profie at the airport. Typical input data needed to
construct a model include;

- The number of annual and average daily operations
(landings and take-offs).

= The types of aircraft in the airport fleet mix (i.e.. the
typeas of dgircraft landing and taking off at the aiport —
jets, propeller driven adircraft. etc).

«  Runway directional usage (which runways are used in
what direction what percentage of the time).

- Arival and departure patterns (what are the flight
tracks and vertical profites of aircraft landing on and
taking-off from the runways)

« Day/night split (the split between day and nighttime op-
erations)

Having produced an estimate of the annual number and
type of operations that could be expected there is a need
to identify the approximate runway utilization in order {o
calculate the noise impacts. The potential runway configu-
rations (i.e.. single direction operations or combinations of
two runways) for each development alfernative must be
determined and typical aircraft assignments developed for
each one. The annual wind data should be used to esti-
mate the percent of the time that each configuiation
would have fo be used 1o avoid violating crosswind con-
straints. When more than one configuration is acceptable.
the preferential configuration should be assumed.

When all inputs are completed, the INM can then be used
to generate Ldn contours for different hypothetical airport
use scenarios. The contours can then be compared to the
affected land uses to determine compatibility or incom-
pafibility and hence the scope of anticipated impacts.

Airport Comparisons

Figures 3-19 through 3-21 provide several comparative sets
of noise contours for different types of airports, These com-
pasisons are intended to illustrate the wide dispaiities be-
tween different airport types ond the degree to which
different acfivity levels and types of activily can affect
noise levels. Figure 3-19 shows 1987 contours for Logan Inter-
national Airport in Boston, an airport which handled over 23



TABLE 36
FAA Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guldeiines
—Yearly day-night average sound ievel, Ldn, in decibels—
Below 65 6570 70-75 75-80 80-85 Over 85

Residentlal
Residential other than mobile homes and transient lodgings
Mobile home park
Transient lodgings
Pubtlc Use
Schools
Hospitals and nursing homes
Churches, auditoriums, and concert hafs
Governmental services
Transportation
Parking
Commercial Use
Offices, business and professional
Wholesale & retail-building materials, hardware & farm equipment
Retail rade-general
Utilities
Communication
Manufacturing and Production
Manutacturing general
Photographic and optical
Agricutture (except livestock) and forestry
Livestock farming and breeding
Mining and fishing, resource production and extraction
Recreational
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters
Nature exhibits and 200s
Amusements, parks, resons and camps
Golf courses, riding stables and waler recreation

N
. N
Q
N
N
Y

z<zz 2

zzzZ22

z<zzz «:z-c X

Key io Table 3-6

Y(yes)= Land use and relaled structures compatible without restrictions

N(No)= Land use and related structures are not compalible and should be prohidited

25.30. or 35= Land use and related structures generally compatible: measures to achieva ouldoor-lo-indoor Noise Lovel Reduction ot 25,30 or 35 dB musi be
incorporated into desigh and construction of struclure.

(There are special provisions pertaining to many ol the compatibility designatians that are not inclutted here.Pleasa refer lo FAR Part 150, Appendix A, Table t fos details.

Source: Title 14. Code of Faderal Regulations, Part 150,
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TABLE 3-7
HUD Site Acceptability Standards
Catsgory Lanin dB Special Requirements
m:ceplable Nol exceeding 65 db None
Normally Unacceplable  Above 65 dB but not 5 to 10 dB additonal
_ exceeding 75 dB allenualion required
Unacceplable Above 75 dB Approval wilh additional

atlenuation on a case-by-
case hasis

Souica: Boston-Logan International Airport Draft Generic Environmental
impact Report, EOEA #3247, December 1991.

milion passengers that year together with almost 300,000
tons of cargo. Logan accommodated approximately
415000 operations in 1987 and is the tenth busiest airport in
the United States. Note that much of the noise contowr
area is over water, This is due to Logan’s preferenfial run-
way policy which directs most operafions over water in-
stead of over adjacent residential areas. Also the 60 Ldn
contour is not shown at Logan. Figure 3-20 shows noise con-
tours for the year 1989 for Islip’s MacArthur Airport. Ma-
cArthur currently handles over 1 million passengers per year
with over 203.000 operations. Only about 14 percent of the
opeiations at isip are jet operations whereas at Logan over 0
percent of the total operations were jet operations in 1987.

Stewart handles both cargo as well as limited passenger
traffic. Figure 3-21 shows existing conditions at the NWIRP
facility at Calveston for the year 1989. Over a six year pe-
riod between 1982 and 1987 Calverton averaged about
7.300 annual operations. Many of these were training or
touch-and-go operations each of which count as two op-
erations (a landing and a take-off).

As can be seen from these maps, the operations levels and
the fieet mix can have dramatic effects on the extent of
surounding land exposed to noise contours above 65 Lan.
Interestingly. existing contours at Calverton are not that dif-
ferent in area affected from those at Islip This may be due
to the higher percentage of jet operations at Calverton
(about 37 percent as opposed to 14 percent at Islip), the
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types of aircraft in the fleet mix (military jets which are nois-
ier than commercial aircraft). and the hours of operation
(testing of certain aircraft requires sorme night-tfime opera-
tions at Calverton).

National Trends

Part 36 of the federal Aviation Regulations (FAR Part 36)
confains noise certification standards for most aircraft types
and requires newly designed aircraft to be significantly qui-
eter than older aircraft. Part 36 divides aircraft into different
Stages. Many older aircraft such as DC-9’s which are over
20 years old are defined as Stage 2 aircraft. These aircraft
are generally noisier than more recentlty manufactured air-
craft such as the MD-11 which are categorized as Stage 3.

In its 1989 Report to Congress on the Status of the US Stage
2 Commercial Aircraft Fleet, the FAA provided a forecast of
the fleet mix from 1989 to the year 2010. This data is shown
in Table 3-8. The forecast estimates that, as the Stage 2 air-
craft are phased out and new aircraft are built, the per-
centage of Stage 3 aircraft in the national mix will increase
from about 40 percent in 1989 to 80 percent by the year
2000 and to 98 percent by 2010.

A key factor in this phase-out is the age of these existing cii-
craft types. The referenced FAA report also shows the aver-
age age of these existing aircraft types. The FAA report also
shows the average age of the U.S. aircraft fleet as of 1989.
Maost of the DC-9's are presently more than 20 years old. By
2010, most of the 727-200°s will be 35 years old. No new
Stage 2 dircraft are being constructed.

Furthermore. as a result of 1990 Federat legisiation, no Stage
2 aircraft may be operated at any dirport within the conti-
nental United States beyond the year 2003. It is, however,
possible that this legisiation may be amended in the future
to extend this deadline—particularly if economic difficulties
persist in the airline industry. Nonetheless, it is likely that exist-
ing trends alone will substantially reduce the percentage of
Stage 2 aircraft in the national fieet mix over time. By way
of example. since 1984, the percentage of Stage 3 aircraft
in the dirport fleet mix at Boston's Logan Intemationat Airport
has steadily increased, as shown in the data in Figure 3-22
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Figure 3-22
Logan International Airport Stage 3 Percentage by Year
Source: Masspor

The Logan Stage 3 mix increased from 23 pescent in 1984 fo
an estimated 48 percent in 1990. Massport’s preliminary
forecast of the future Stage 3 mix is 77 percent by 1995, 87
percent by the year 2000 and virtually 100 percent by 2010.

The difference that gradual conversion to an all Stage 3
fleet mix can make can be quite dramatic. Figure 3-23
shows the forecast difference for a generic airport footprint
used in the Second Major Airport Siting Study in Massachu-
setts. Essentially. the conversion to an all Stage 3 fleet mix
reduces the area covered by the 65 Ldn contour 1o 4
square miies from almost 18 square miles generated by the
present day fleet mix at Logan International Airport in Bos-
ton. A similar comparison can be made in terms of SEL.
Figure 3-24 is from the recently published FAR Part 150 study
for Islip/MacArthur Airport and compares the SEL departure
charactedistics for typical Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircroft

3-46

TABLE 3-8

FAA U.S. Airline Fleet Forecast (As of January 1, 1989)

Mode! 1889 1985 2000 2005 2010
Stage 2
DC-8-50 16 0 0 0 0
DC-8-60’s 61 28 0 0 0
DC-9 508 346 188 73 0
B707 35 6 0 0 0
B7270-100 340 136 55 5 0
B727-200 851 769 499 199 68
B737-100 18 0 0 0 0
R737-200 391 318 189 70 23
BAC-111 38 0 0 0 0
F-28 47 9 29 19 9
Sublotals 2305 1642 960 366 100 ]
Stage 3
MD-80 1 498 525 505 461
MD-87 0 24 24 24 24
MOPF-110 0 0 94 274 449
MDPF-150 0 0 145 321 496
DC-8-70s 87 85 56 25 11
DC-10 187 182 182 162 103
MD-11 0 99 82 131 189
L-1011 113 114 114 106 77
A300 57 g1 81 81 77
A0 19 23 23 23 23
A320 0 135 256 351 351
A330 0 6 32 53 78
A340 0 12 31 55 80
F100 0 29 29 29 29
BAE-146 57 62 62 62 57
B737-3/4/500 209 627 73 773 765
B-7J7PF 0 0 93 463 838
B747(2) 171 233 289 322 350
B757 122 363 477 477 470
8767 111 244 463 651 878
Subtotals 1564 2757 3831 4908 5806
Totals 3860 4399 4791 5274 5906
%Stage2 596% 373%  200%  69% 1.7%
%Stlage3 404%  627%  B0O%  931%  98.3%

{1)-1989 FAA Fleet Forecast
(2)-Havo Been Assumad As Stage 3 )
Sourca: Regort to Congress, Status of the U.5. Stage 2 Commarcial Aircraft

Fleatl, FAA 1989,
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Comparable Alrports

Although there are at present no fully realized examples of
operating all-cargo airports in the United States, the con-
cept continues to generate much interest and several fa-
cilities are plonned in different parts of the country. The
idea of an airport specifically designed for cargo and
maintenance use has come closest to redlization at Alli-
ance Alrport although all-cargo operations have not yet
been implemented at that alrport (see discussion below). In
addition, the role of air-cargo operations has become in-
creasingly important to a number of existing airports and
there has been a concerted effort on the part of several
oirports across the country to improve the on-site cargo fa-
cilities for the purposes of taking advantage of the Increase
in international and domestic cargo transport. The majority
of today’s air-cargo arriving and departing from adirports is
tiansported in the baggage holds of commerclal passen-
ger flights and is then dispersed vig ground transportation
(truck or rall) to its destination. As a resuit of this traditional
form of air-cargo transport, many existing girports have
chosen fo upgrade, expand and compliment existing air-
side cargo facilities to accommodate the established ten-
ants and to hopefully attract new tenanis.

Recent studies have clted over a dozen airports In the
United States that are currently seeking to increase thelr
overall cargo capabilities including air, fruck and rall, thus
incorporating a modified form of the alr-cargo airport con-
cept. One of the important components of an all alr-corgo
facility is the development of an abutting or on-site Indus-
trial park. In order to compliment and improve the market-
ability of their cargo facllitles several airports have recently
encouraged and participated in the planning and devel-
opment of industrial parks. This developrnent more than the
strictly oll air-cargo facility appears to be the direction that
cargo fransport enhancement is leaning towards. This di-
rection could be construed as generally consistent with
that being pursued at Calverton where cargo use may be
mixed with maintenance ond Grumman/Navy use s also
planned to continue.
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For the purposes of this section Three airports which best ex-
emplify the concept have been chosen to be profiled.
These include:

- Alliance Airport, Fort Wonth, Texas
= Stewoart International Airport, Newburgh, New York
« Huntsville international Airport, Huptsville, Alabama

Alliance Aimport is the only one of the three that has been
planned piimarily as an all cir-cargo facility and is o date
the only such facility in existence. The two other airports,
Huntsville and Stewart International, are either designed as
or are primarily used for passenger services. However they
both have been aggressive in developing their air-cargo
facllities and its ancillary uses in highly competitive ways.
Since there are few examples of primary air-cargo facllities
in the U.S. avallable for comparison these four have been
chosen to provide a broad range of Issues which may be
applicable to the future development of Calverton as an
air-cargo facility. Many of the noise issues at each of these
facilities may not be directly comparable to those that may
be encountered at Calverton but they can be used to get
a sense of scale given their noise impacts in relation o their
operations. Varying degrees of information were available
for each girport, The profiles below are intended 1o serve as
general sketch profiles of each airport including the gen-
eral character of operations and the general level of noise
information availoble.

Alliance Airport, Fort Worth, Texas

Alllance Airport in Fort Worth Texas opened in 1990 and is a
Jjoint public/private enterprise. The Perot Group, a private
investment firm, donoted 418 acres for the site of the new
alrport and participated in the joint development of the site
with the City of Fort Worth. The Clty of Fort Worth owns and
operates the airport. The development of Alliance Airport
garnered a good deal of suppaort from both the public and
private sectors. The facility was built in the relatively unde-
veloped northwest quadrant of the Dallas-Fort Worth
metroplex, adjacent to the community of Haslet, within the
City of Fort Worth.



The airport was designed and built specifically for the
manufacturer, distributor and cargo carrier. Tenants have
not only air field access but have ample highway and rail
access as well. There is one 9.600 foot runway with a control
tower. There is currently an effort underway to extend the
runway by 3,400 feet which will make it possible for the run-
way to accommodate some of the heaviest aircraft The
site is adjacent to a planned industrial patk. Part of the
original intent of the airport was o serve the region’s air-
cargo transportafion needs by encouraging cargo carriefs
to base thelr activities there and subsequently use the air-
field as the primary air transport facility as opposed fo the
current use of the Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport. To
date the facility has not been successful in its primary mis-
sion and is currently serving as a multi-purpose reliever air-
port to Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport.

. There are presently no all air-cargo carriers operafing out of
Alliance Airport. However, Ameirican Airlines. one of the fa-
cility’s major tenants has an aircraft maintenance facility
on site. Other major tenants include a Santa Fe Railway
automobile unicading/distribution facility. Ishida Aerospace
Manufacturing and the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency. In
order to further promote the facility as an internatfional in-
dustrial/air-cargo complex, the Alliance Corridor Foreign
Trade Zone has been developed and is cwrently under re-
view. The Foreign Trade Zone is presently comprised of 9,600
acres. Proponents of the trade zone ciaim that it will be the
nation’s largest such zone combining infernational air trans-
portation with an attractive business environment.

According to figures presented in the Final Environmental
Assessment for the runway extension there were 146.516
operations at Alliance in 1991. The majority of those opera-
tions were general aviation, air faxi, and commercial air-
craft fraining. In 1991 no commercial operations took place
however there were approximately 2 - 3 operations a week
generated by thé American Airlineg Maintenance facility
between October (when the facility opened) and Decem-
ber According to airport officials, the maintenance facility
generated a total of 176 operations in 1992.

Alliance Airport has been developed in g refatively un-
populated area. Large land areas are still available for de-
velopment and there is an aggressive public-private
marketing strategy. In addition the City of Fort Worth has
developed an Airpoit Zoning Overlay District for the pur-
poses of encouraging compatible land uses around the air-
port. The land use controls and height restrictions designed
to protect against noise incompatible land uses serves 1o
further make palatable development opportunities while
protecting the general populace in the area. Residential
construction in the Overlay District is forbidden.

Based on the existing noise contours (see Figure 3-25) or the
existing runway, 24 residential properties will be significantly
impacted by noise exposure by 1996. The majority of the 65
Ldn noise contour is presently confined 1o the boundaries of
the airport with the exception of an area to the northwest
of the dirport. No commercial, institutional or other sensitive
land use areas presently fall within the 65 Ldn noise contour.
Despite this, the City of Fort Worth is currently in the process
of developing a noise policy and program based on the
findings of a FAR Part 180 study also underway. The sub-
sequent noise policies and programs combined with the
Airport Zoning Overlay District will serve to further address in-
appropriate land use development associated with airport
development and operation.

Stewart international Airport, Newburgh/New Windsor, New York

Stewart International Airport, originalty a surplus Air Force
Base. was turned over to the State of New York in 1970. It
was inifially planned as a reliever airport serving the New
York City area airports (Newark, LoGuardia, JFK). According
to an FAA study enfifled Report t0 Congress. A Feasibility
Study of Regional Air-Cargo Airports, August 1991 (hereafter
referred to as the FAA Study). Stewart is designed fo attract
passenger as well as cargo service. The study further notes
that the passenger service is considered a vital supplement
to air cargo at Stewart. Due to its proximity to a large
population and its relatively central location in the metro-
politan region, Stewart is considered an ideal alternative to
the other major New York airports not only for passenger
service but for cargo and other commercial service as well.



The airport was designed and built specifically for the
manufacturer, distributor and cargo carrier. Tenants have
not only air field access but have ample highway and rail
access as well. There is one 9.600 foot runway with a control
tower. There is currently an effort underway to extend the
runway by 3,400 feet which will make it possible for the run-
way to accommodate some of the heaviest aircraft The
site is adjacent to a planned industrial patk. Part of the
original intent of the airport was o serve the region’s air-
cargo transportafion needs by encouraging cargo carriefs
to base thelr activities there and subsequently use the air-
field as the primary air transport facility as opposed fo the
current use of the Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport. To
date the facility has not been successful in its primary mis-
sion and is currently serving as a multi-purpose reliever air-
port to Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport.

. There are presently no all air-cargo carriers operafing out of
Alliance Airport. However, Ameirican Airlines. one of the fa-
cility’s major tenants has an aircraft maintenance facility
on site. Other major tenants include a Santa Fe Railway
automobile unicading/distribution facility. Ishida Aerospace
Manufacturing and the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency. In
order to further promote the facility as an internatfional in-
dustrial/air-cargo complex, the Alliance Corridor Foreign
Trade Zone has been developed and is cwrently under re-
view. The Foreign Trade Zone is presently comprised of 9,600
acres. Proponents of the trade zone ciaim that it will be the
nation’s largest such zone combining infernational air trans-
portation with an attractive business environment.

According to figures presented in the Final Environmental
Assessment for the runway extension there were 146.516
operations at Alliance in 1991. The majority of those opera-
tions were general aviation, air faxi, and commercial air-
craft fraining. In 1991 no commercial operations took place
however there were approximately 2 - 3 operations a week
generated by thé American Airlineg Maintenance facility
between October (when the facility opened) and Decem-
ber According to airport officials, the maintenance facility
generated a total of 176 operations in 1992.

Alliance Airport has been developed in g refatively un-
populated area. Large land areas are still available for de-
velopment and there is an aggressive public-private
marketing strategy. In addition the City of Fort Worth has
developed an Airpoit Zoning Overlay District for the pur-
poses of encouraging compatible land uses around the air-
port. The land use controls and height restrictions designed
to protect against noise incompatible land uses serves 1o
further make palatable development opportunities while
protecting the general populace in the area. Residential
construction in the Overlay District is forbidden.

Based on the existing noise contours (see Figure 3-25) or the
existing runway, 24 residential properties will be significantly
impacted by noise exposure by 1996. The majority of the 65
Ldn noise contour is presently confined 1o the boundaries of
the airport with the exception of an area to the northwest
of the dirport. No commercial, institutional or other sensitive
land use areas presently fall within the 65 Ldn noise contour.
Despite this, the City of Fort Worth is currently in the process
of developing a noise policy and program based on the
findings of a FAR Part 180 study also underway. The sub-
sequent noise policies and programs combined with the
Airport Zoning Overlay District will serve to further address in-
appropriate land use development associated with airport
development and operation.

Stewart international Airport, Newburgh/New Windsor, New York

Stewart International Airport, originalty a surplus Air Force
Base. was turned over to the State of New York in 1970. It
was inifially planned as a reliever airport serving the New
York City area airports (Newark, LoGuardia, JFK). According
to an FAA study enfifled Report t0 Congress. A Feasibility
Study of Regional Air-Cargo Airports, August 1991 (hereafter
referred to as the FAA Study). Stewart is designed fo attract
passenger as well as cargo service. The study further notes
that the passenger service is considered a vital supplement
to air cargo at Stewart. Due to its proximity to a large
population and its relatively central location in the metro-
politan region, Stewart is considered an ideal alternative to
the other major New York airports not only for passenger
service but for cargo and other commercial service as well.



Stewart Airport is located approximately 5 miles west of
Newbwgh in Orange County. New York. and has one
12.000 foot runway. The FAA Study notes that more than
two milion people live within a 45 minute drive from this fa-
cility. This, combined with the fact that Newburgh is within
commuting distance of New York City, makes Stewart

...unidedl site for a salellite commercial service aiport for
the New York City area (FAA Study).

The area surrounding Stewart is a mix of urban, sububan
and rural uses. The dirport is located less than 2 miles south-
west of the Interstate 84/New York Thruway Interchange.
Stewad has excellent transportation access to the region.
Other key by transporiation assests include close by truck-
Ing and freight distribution centers.

The airport was Initially composed of 1,550 acres piior to the
release of the property to the State of New York in 1970. The
State Legislature further authorized the purchase of addi-
tional lands in anticipation of future airport development
and to provide a buffer to the surrounding communities. As
a result. approximately 8,000 acres to the west of the origi-
nal airport was purchased and is currently being managed
by the New York Departiment of Environmental Conserva-
tion. This area stit remains primarily undeveloped and has
generally been used for hunting, fishing and agsicuttural
uses. There is presently an Environmental impact Statement
study underway to analyze the possible development of
approximately 1,200 acres for other airpoit uses. The disposi-
tion of the remaining 6.800 acres remains in question.

Since assuming management of Stewart in 1983, the New
York Department of Tiansportation (NYDOT) has broadened
the range of setvices availkable 1o include general aviation,
commaercial, cargo and corporate operations. In addifion
to aggressive aviation-related marketing, the NYDOT was
actively involved in developing the on-site industrial park
ond various other airport propetties. Cargo operations
serve as a function of increasing commercial passenger
service as well as the activities of the adjacent industrial
park.

Currently, there is one 50.000 square foot cargo terminal lo-
cated at the wast end of the runway. A 200.000 square-foot
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addition to that terminal is under consideration. Another
250.000 square-foot facility is planned for the south end but
there has been no significant movement towards the de

velopment of that facility since August 1991 The indusiiat
park and other airport faciities are used for several distribu-
tion centers. production plants ond other commercial ac-
tivities. Consolidated Freightways/Emery Worldwide uses ils
facilities at Stewart as their regional tiucking hub. Qther mu

jor tenants include Airborne, Anheuser-Busch. American Ex-
press, federal Express. the U.S. Postal Service Regional Mail
Facility, Air National Guard. and U.S. Department of Agricut-
ture Animal import Center. There is akso a U.S. customs cen-
ter for international flights.

The FAA Study considers that Stewanrt’s success as an all air-
cargo facility is debatable. Since American Aidines and two
other regional carriers began scheduled seivice in Apiil of
1990 commercial passenger flights have accounted for Ste-
wart’s rise in ranking among nationwide airports. Passenge:
flighfs are maijor cargo carriers at Stewart. All air-cargo op-
erations accounted for less than 1 percent of all operations
at Stewart as recently as August 1991,

Current operalions data, noise level information, noise im-
pact assessment and noise contows for Stewart are pres-
enfly unavailable. The last series of noise contours
produced for Stewart were developed in 1984 from infor-
mation collected in 1975 and 1977 This information is con-
sidered outdated by Stewart officials and therefore not
relevant to any comparative efforts.

According to Stewart Public Affairs Department there is
presently a new master planning process underway as well
as an FAR Part 150 Study. The old master plan dates back
to the early 1980°s and is considered outdated. A docu-
ment entited Draft Scope of Work. Stewart International
Airport, Airport Planning Studies PIN915.45.101 Draft Date:
June 29, 1992, (hereafter referred to as the Scope) is an
outine of the various comprenensive studies to be em-
barked on in the near future including a complete Masier
Plan Update and a FAR Part 150 Study. The preface of the
Scope notes that these studies are needed for the purpose
of balancing the needs of aviation growth wilh environ-
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Stewad has excellent transportation access to the region.
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study underway to analyze the possible development of
approximately 1,200 acres for other airpoit uses. The disposi-
tion of the remaining 6.800 acres remains in question.

Since assuming management of Stewart in 1983, the New
York Department of Tiansportation (NYDOT) has broadened
the range of setvices availkable 1o include general aviation,
commaercial, cargo and corporate operations. In addifion
to aggressive aviation-related marketing, the NYDOT was
actively involved in developing the on-site industrial park
ond various other airport propetties. Cargo operations
serve as a function of increasing commercial passenger
service as well as the activities of the adjacent industrial
park.

Currently, there is one 50.000 square foot cargo terminal lo-
cated at the wast end of the runway. A 200.000 square-foot
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addition to that terminal is under consideration. Another
250.000 square-foot facility is planned for the south end but
there has been no significant movement towards the de

velopment of that facility since August 1991 The indusiiat
park and other airport faciities are used for several distribu-
tion centers. production plants ond other commercial ac-
tivities. Consolidated Freightways/Emery Worldwide uses ils
facilities at Stewart as their regional tiucking hub. Qther mu

jor tenants include Airborne, Anheuser-Busch. American Ex-
press, federal Express. the U.S. Postal Service Regional Mail
Facility, Air National Guard. and U.S. Department of Agricut-
ture Animal import Center. There is akso a U.S. customs cen-
ter for international flights.

The FAA Study considers that Stewanrt’s success as an all air-
cargo facility is debatable. Since American Aidines and two
other regional carriers began scheduled seivice in Apiil of
1990 commercial passenger flights have accounted for Ste-
wart’s rise in ranking among nationwide airports. Passenge:
flighfs are maijor cargo carriers at Stewart. All air-cargo op-
erations accounted for less than 1 percent of all operations
at Stewart as recently as August 1991,

Current operalions data, noise level information, noise im-
pact assessment and noise contows for Stewart are pres-
enfly unavailable. The last series of noise contours
produced for Stewart were developed in 1984 from infor-
mation collected in 1975 and 1977 This information is con-
sidered outdated by Stewart officials and therefore not
relevant to any comparative efforts.

According to Stewart Public Affairs Department there is
presently a new master planning process underway as well
as an FAR Part 150 Study. The old master plan dates back
to the early 1980°s and is considered outdated. A docu-
ment entited Draft Scope of Work. Stewart International
Airport, Airport Planning Studies PIN915.45.101 Draft Date:
June 29, 1992, (hereafter referred to as the Scope) is an
outine of the various comprenensive studies to be em-
barked on in the near future including a complete Masier
Plan Update and a FAR Part 150 Study. The preface of the
Scope notes that these studies are needed for the purpose
of balancing the needs of aviation growth wilh environ-



mental concerns, communlity development, the tronsporto-
tion network and various other regional systems. Among
other data collected there will be a series of Inventories
completed including one of airport activity data such as
numbes of alrcraft operations, fleet mix , passenger en-
planements and air cargo activity. An inventory and analy-
sis of surrounding land use {(within a 5 mile radius of the
cirport) and relevent land use regulations and plans will
also be conducted. it is anticipated that an airport-vicinity
land use plon including general land use recommenda-
fions and recommended zoning. regulatory and policy
tools, will be developed.

Air cargo facilities, operations, future development needs
and forecasts are among the varlety of andlyses and inven-
tories listed to be conducted. The Air Cargo Anaiysis (Sec-
tion 84.6 of the Scope) outlines the full spectrum of factors
to be studied pertaining to the existing and projected air
carge operations including focility needs for air cariers, all-
cargo and/or small package carriers, and freight forward-
ers. Capacity analyses will be based on current and
forecast cargo demand within a defined cargo market
area. Three primary air cargo alternatives for the South
Cargo Area are to be developed including: all-cargo air
carrier operations faciiities, alr canler aircraft maintenance
fociities and meeting the long range needs of other avia-
tion users. An Alr Cargo/Commercial Terminal Area Plan is
to be developed if a specialzed cargo areq is defined in
the Aiport Layout Plan. A variety of forecasts regarding air
cargo operafions to be developed include oannual ton-
nage by type of carrer, al-cargo onnual operations, all-
cargo peak pericd operations and aircraft mix.

The Scope further notes thot the FAR Part 150 Study Is ex-
pected to develop draft baseline nolse contours and pro-
ject noise contours based on five year activity forecasts.

Huntsville International Airport, Huntsville, Alabama

Huntsville International Airport and its associated industrial
park were completed in 1967. The dirport is presently being
managed by the Huntsville-Madison County Airport Author-
ity Also under the purview of the Auihority are the Intemna-
fional Intermodal Center and the Jefplex Industrial Park
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which are also assoclated with the airport, Much of the
available Information regarding Huntsville can be found in
the Final Report, FAR Part 150 Noise Exposure Maps and
Noise Compatfibility Program Update, Huntsville Interna-
tional Alport, June 1991, hereafter referred to as the Part
150 Study.

Huntsville International Airport is located in the City of
Huntsville and is the only public airport serving the region in-
cluding southern Tennassee and northern Alaboma. The air-
port is twelve miles west of Huntsville’'s central business
district. The airport Is sumounded by the city of Hunisville to
the west, east and south, by the City of Madison o the
north, and by portions of the City of Triana to the south. The
area immediately surounding the aiport is primarily unde-
veloped with a scattering of single family, multi-family,
manufacturing and industrial uses. The most heavily devel-
oped area near the aliport is to the northeast and it is com-
prised of commercial, industrial and monufacturing uses. At
one time the area’s manufacturing sector was dominated
by the production of electric and elecirical equipment in
support of defense and space programs. In recent years
the decline of these programs and related industries has
shifted the industrial and manufacturing base of the region
to private sector high technology and service oriented in-
dustries.

Hunftsville is comprised of approximately 3,300 acres. Offi-
clals are currently discussing the possible acquisttion of lkand
on the west side of the airport for the purposes of land-
banking the area in anticipation of future development. In
addition to serving general aviation needs, Huntsville op-
erations also Include military aviation operations, alr carrier
operations and air taxi/commuter service which has stead-
ily increased in operations since it was first infroduced in
1982. Historical and forecast operations for Huntsvile ore
presented in Table 3-9. The Part 150 study further notes that
passenger and oll-cargo airline hubbing is being aggres-
sively pursued by the Huntsvile-Madison County Airport
Authority The Authority anticipates that such  hubbing
would commence within a five year time frame after the
Part 180 Study.



TABLE 3-9
Historical and Forecast Aircraft Operation, Huntsville,
1980-1993
Air Air Taxi & General Totaf
Carrier Commuter Aviation®®  Military Operations
Historical
1980 16,015 1,969 58,396 2773 79,153
1981 13,970 1,054 57,163 3,327 75,514
1982 18,895 1,713 56,181 4258 81,047
1983 19,677 3,133 56,190 5,383 84,383
1984 17,645 5,248 54 122 11,049 88,064
1985 12,329 10,034 32,524 3,899 58,786
1986 12,588 11,078 30,665 3,222 57,553
1987 13,619 14,229 32113 3,628 63,589
1988 16,655 11,181 35,007 3,938 56,781
Forecast \
1993 19,600 12,800 39,600 4,000 76,000

(a)lncludes airline training operations.

Sourtca: Huntsville {nternational Airport FAR Part 150 Update, June 1991

The impacts of fuiure development on the surrounding
communities will be varied due to the general lack of land
use regulations and policies for the land immediately sur-
rounding the airport. There are no comprehensive land use
plans adopted for the cities of Huntsville, Triana or the sur-
rounding unincorporated areas of Madison and Limestone
countigs. Huntsville does have an Airport Obstruction and
Noise Exposure Distiict around the airport 1o help regulate
land uses in the vicinity. The other surrounding cities have
no similar regulation and the unincorpoiated lands are
governed by no land use regulations at ail.

The International Infermodal Center at the airport was
completed in December 1986 and was developed for the
purposes of captuiing the growing regional cargo market
in order to increase the utilization of the airport. The Center
provides services which include receiving, transferring, stor-
ing. ond distributing containerzed cargo which is primarily
transferred by truck and rail. Despite the fact that truck/rail
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cargo transport is the major cargo activity for the Intermo-
dat Center a new air-cargo building was completed in
1989 to accommodate more air traffic. Expansion of this fa-
cility is currently underway. Some of the major all cargo
tenants include Consolidated freightways/Emery World-
wide, Burington Northern and Panalpina/Cargolux.

There are two parallel runways, one is 8000 feet and the
other is 10.000 feet.

There are currently 10 freight forwarders and 7 air-cargo
carriers operating at Huntsville International today. Accorg-
ing to the FAA Study. the Intermodal Center handles about
8 million pounds of cargo annually, with more than 85 per-
cent by weight cairied by the all-cargo carriers. The 1991
Part 150 Study notes that Emeiry Wordwide operated fwo
flights per day and Airborne operated one flight per day at
the time of the study. Data regarding air cargo activity at
Hunfsville is presented in Table 3-10.

The Huntsville-Madison County Jetplex Industrial Park also
provides services which compliment the cargo compo-
nent. In addition 10 the many businesses and industries that
are tenants of the Park there is alko a U.S. Customs Center,
and a free Trade Zone,

The 1991 FAR Part 180 study aviation demand forecasts for
1993 were used to determine five yeai fuhure noise expo-
sure maps which were updated from the 1988 forecasts.
Operations assumed in the Part 150 study were based on
passenger and all-cargo airline hubbing operations. it was
further assumed that there would be an average of 35
daily operations by 1993 of which 50 percent would occur
during the day and 50 percent would occur at night. This
information was based on similar all-cargo hubbing opera-
tions cuirently proposed at other airports. Existing noise con-
tours for Hunstville as presented in the Part 150 Study are
shown in Figure 3-26. The Part 150 Study notes that if the an-
ticipated passenger and allcargo aitlting hubbing com-
mences as planned, the change in forecast levels
regarding that hubbing would greatly increase the noise
exposure foofprint for the airport.
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TABLE 3-10
Historical and Forecast Air Cargo Activity, 1976-1993

__ ENPLANED AIR CARGO (pounds)

Passenger All-cargo
Airlines® Alrlines Total
Historical
1976 2,791,400 521,245 3,312,645
1977 2,449,800 595,023 3,044,823
1978 2,895,800 862,531 3,758,331
1979 2,280,600 B84 467 3,165,067
1580 1,539,600 683,086 2,222,686
1981 1,530,600 334,537 1,865,137
1982 1,488,600 622,378 2,110,978
1983 1,787,000 901,412 2,688,412
1984 2,316,800 916,273 2,233,073
1985 1,421,800 1,225,282 2,647,082
1986 983,883 1,725,244 2,709,127
1987 1,282,512 5,051,163 6,333,675
1988 1,853,974 7,472,658 9,326,632
Forecast
1993 2,500,000 10,600,000 13,100,000

a)Dala for cargo enplaned on passenger awlines from 1976-1985 are from
sderal
Aviation Administcation, Airport Activity Statistics of Certificated Routs Air
Carrisrs, 1978-1985 editions.

Source: Huntsvilie International Airport FAR Part 150 Update, Juns 1991.

The FAR Part 150 Study oulines a comprehensive noise
compatibility program consisting of nineteen shor term
measures (two noise abatement measures, two remedial
mitigation measures, and fifteen preventative mitigation
measures) as well as two long term remedial noise mitiga-
fion measures to commence in the first five years after the
Study. In addition to the Part 150 Study, there is a master
planning process presently underway .
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Noise Considerations at NWIRP Calverton

Existing Conditions

Existing noise conditions at NWIRP Calverton are docu-
mented in the 1992 Air Installations Compatible Use Zones
Study (AICUZ). Over a six year period between 1982 and
1987 Calverton averaged about 7,334 operations per year
(See Table 3-11). Almost all of these were military operations
and the great majority were jet operations. Many of these
operations were fouch-and-go training operations where a
plane circles the airport, touches down and takes off again
(see Table 3-12). Each touch and go counts as two opera-
tions: a take-off and a landing. Between 1987 and 1991
there was a steady decline in operations from 7,743 in 1987
t0 5.137 operations in 1991 (see Table 3-13).

Figure 3-27 compares existing noise contours for 1987 and
1991. As can be seen from the map, the area covered by
the significant 65 Ldn contour has receded and almost all
of the 65 Ldn contour is contained within the boundaries of
the airport and/or the adjoining reserve and cemetery
properties. The 60 Ldn contour expands beyond the existing
boundary in some locations, however this contfour is nof
usually considered a sound leve! significant enough to in-
terfere with most human activity. Most of the area affected
by this contow generally contains land uses which are
compatible with even higher noise levels. There are how-
ever several residential zones as can be seen in Figure 3-27.
However these do not appear to be affected by the exist-
ing or projected 65 Ldn contour. This is tfrue both of existing
land uses and surrounding zoning.

SEL CONTOURS - SEL (Sound Exposure Level) contours are
useful for comparison of single noise events. SEL is a meas-
we of the total noise energy caused by a noise event such
as an aircraft overflight. Both the duration and the fluctual-
ing second-by-second noise levels of an event confribute
to human perception of the noise. As a measure of total
noise energy. SEL incorporates both of these factors, and
thus allows for direct comparison of naise resulting from dif-
ferent aircraft operations.



TABLE 3-11
NWIRP Calverton Annual Operations, 1882-1987

CALENDER YEAR Six Year
Operalor Task 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 Average
Grumiman Development 431 303 236 1,290 820 1,503 764
Support 355 156 8 35 240 422 203
Production 1,100 1,202 1,231 935 870 533 979
Operational 918 1,048 967 874 755 1,180 957
Commercial Test 1,874 12 200 10 3 — 350
iLS 97 — — —_ — 2 17
TACAN 80 26 14 — 56 27 34
VOR 42 28 2 19 8 42 24
E-2C Training — — — — 4,852 1,482 1,056
Navy Production 986 761 703 620 605 619 716
Test 207 — — 6 64 7 47
Training 2 52 28 2 560 140 47
Deliveries 98 97 77 62 73 48 76
ftinerants 222 211 150 135 176 280 196
LS 5 — — — — — 1
VOR — 5 2 3 — 71 14
TACAN 4 8 7 5 14 16 9
Military Test/Training 1,518 1,948 1,096 1,160 788 578 1,182
tinerants 63 14 22 10 19 13 24
ILS 62 — — — — — 10
VOR 18 42 4 71 12 22 28
TACAN 48 52 20 54 14 32 37
Air Force Experimental 31 — — — — — 5
Suppont B — — — —_ — 1
Development — — -— — — 2 0
Pre-inspection - —_ 26 16 — — —_ 7
tineranis 12 10 9 — — — 5
EF-111 Production 103 162 238 203 — — 118
Deliveries 5 9 12 9 1 — 6
Commercial Airline 22 1 — —— — — 6
Training 62 30 14 44 16 84 42
LS 494 — — — — -— 82
VOR 135 g2 28 26 37 243 94
ltinerants 147 142 108 140 183 397 201
E TJotals 9,149 6,450 5,285 5713 9,662 7,743 7.334 |

Source: NWIAP Calverton AICUZ Updats, August 1992,
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Figure 3-27 NWIRP Calverfon 1987 & 1991 Noise Contours
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TABLE 3-12
NWIRP Calverton Average Annual Test/Training Operations,
1982-1987
Type of Operation Number Percentage
Test/Training 2724 37%
All Other 4610 63%
Total 7334 100%

Source: NWIRP Calverton AICUZ Update, August 1992

TABLE 3-13
NWIRP Calverton Average Activity Trends, 1986-1991

Year Operations Flights
1986 9662 940
1987 7743 1194
1988 6503 1152
1989 6780 1352
1990 6596 1148
1991 5137 692

Source: NWIRP Calverton AICUZ Update, August 1992

Since SEL confours represent the noise from one relatively
short noise event, It does not make sense to compare them
to the Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) Contours.

Figures 3-28 and 3-29 present the SEL contours for a 747 arri-
vatl and depanure, respectively. As a basis for comparlson,
analogous SEL contours for an F-14A+ arival and-depar-
tures ore presented in Figures 3-30 and 3-31. Arivals 1o Run-
way 14 ond departures from Runway 32 are depicted In
the SEL contour figures. The contours may be rotated 180
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degrees to fit over the opposite runway end, which would
show arrivals 1o Runway 32 and departures from Runway 14.

The 90 decibel SEL level was chosen for illustrative purposes
in these figures. Because the decibel level of the figures is
the same, the figures may be overlald to provide a fairlly
accurate representation of how the noise levels (as per-
ceived from the ground) of single overflights of different air-
craft types and operations compare. Within the 90 dBA SEL
contour, instantaneous noise levels will reach a maximum in
the neighborhood of 80 dBA for each overflight. Studies of
outdoor 1o indoor nolse attenuation have shown that inside
a house with windows slightly opened, outdoor noises such
as aircraft overflights are about 15 decibels lower, Closed
windows reduce outdoor noise levels even further. Thus,
within the 90 dBA SEL contour. maximum noise levels inside
most homes will reach a maximum of about 55 to 65 dBA.
At these levels, there is the possibility of interior speech in-
terference and brief inferruption of telephone conversa-
tions or television sound. For this reason, population counts
within the 90 dBA SEL confour can serve as a comparative
indicator of the number of people potentially disturbed by
individual aircraft overflights.

Development Altematives

There are presently three development aiternatives under
study. These are documented in Table 3-14.

None of the above alternatives envision any scheduled
passenger service to the aliport. Al alternatives envision
some type of low-level cargo service comprised of about
one daity flight or two operations (one landing and one
take-off). Stewart currently handles 3,223 all cargo opera-
tions annually or about 4 landings and 4 take-offs daily. If
facilities at Calverton were to be modeled along the lines
of those at Stewart then Calverton might experience about
the same oll-cargo operations levels. According to scenar-
ios developed by the Long island Regional Planning Boaid
(LIRPB) the inclusion of an aircraft maintenance center
could add as much as one flight per twenty day period of
a B-727 or B-747 type aircraft to the operations at the dirport,
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Figure 3-28 90 dB SEL Contour for a 747 Arrival
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Figure 3-29 90 dB SEL Contour for a 747 Departure
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Figure 3-30 90 dB SEL Contouwr for a F-14A+ Arrival
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TABLE 3-14
Development Alternatives
Development
Alternative Elements

Aliernative 1 Airport Management Fixed Base Operator /ﬂ

Cargo Industrial Park Foreign Trade Zone

Cargo Industrial Park Aircraft Maintenance
Foreign Trade Zone

in all aviation—elated alternatives it is envisioned that exist-
ing levels of military and Grumman operations will continue
at the airport . If the commercial enhancement alfernatives
under study prove o be viable at these projecied low op-
erations levels, it is still likely that some alteration of the exist-
ing noise contours will occur. However. it seems unlikely that
the addition of approximately 730 and 754 operations per
year of commercial jet aircraft will dramatically alter exist-
ing and projected cumulative noise levels to the extent
that large changes in the area covered by the contours will
occur, particularly if exisking levels of military jet operations
are contfinued in the fufure. Nonetheless, these alternatives
should be modeled using the proper inputs and INM or
other accepted noise mapping techniques. Additionally,
the characteristics of these alternatives may be different
than existing conditions and should be carefully assessed,
particularly in this rurat environment. This would be particu-
larly true if operations were initiated today since many
cargo aircraft tend to be of the Stage 2 variety and some-
times operate at night. However, in light of the necessity of
potential aviation activity having to construct all the op-
erational and support facilities from the ground up, it is pos-
sible that the deadline for the quieter Stage 3 aircraft may
be reached prior to initiation of cargo operations although
this cannot in be guaranteed.

If Calverton more closely parallels Stewart then the number
of jet operations related to cargo and maintenance could
grow to as much as 3.000 or more on an annual basis which

Alternative 2 Aimport Management Fixed Base Operalor Air |-
i Cargo Industrial Park Aircraft Maintenance
Alternative 3 Airport Management Fixed Base Operator Air
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could have some effect on noise patterns at the airport. A
preliminary analysis of these potential aliernatives (dis-
cussed below) appears 10 indicate that the noise impacts
of the alternatives under consideration will be minimal. This
is largely due to the fact that typical commercial jet opera-
tions often have relatively less area of SEL impact than mili-
tary airctaft operations.

Analysis of Alternatives

A preliminary analysis of three alternatives was conducted
by the Long Isiand Regional Planning Board (LIRPB) working
with Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson, Inc. (HMMH) and using
Noise Map 6.1 modeling technology. This technology was de-
cided upon because of the extent of database already devel-
oped in this format for the previous AICUZ studies of Calverton.

The resuits of this analysis are contained in NWIRP Calver-
ton, Grumman/Peconic River Airport: Noise Contours. De-
cember 11, 1992, prepared by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson,
Inc. Report No. 292420 (HMMH Report). At the request of
the LIRPB, Gillham & Gander Associates, Inc.. has reviewed
this document and finds that it is consistent with the pro-
posed aifernatives and meets contemporary noise analysis
standards. Principle findings are reproduced below.

The 1987 Ldn contours prepared by HMMH as part of an Air-
craft Noise Survey for the U.S. Navy served as a basis for de-
termining existing Ldn levels at NWIRP Calverton. HMNMH
Report No. 270136, dated Apiil 1989, fully documents the
preparation of those contours. In that study. detailed analy-
ses were completed to determine the set of operational in-
puts to the noise model. The required operational inputs
include the following:

« level and mix of dircraft operations,
« day-night split of operations (by aircraft type),
« physical description of the airport iayout,

« location, heading. duration, and frequency of engine
ground runups.

« Junway utilization rafes.
« pictotypica tlight track descriptions, and
» flight track utilzation rates.



All of the above listed varlables were assumed to remain
constant from 1987 to 1991, except for the level of aircraft
operations, which dropped from a total of 7743 in 1987 to a
fotal of 5137 in 1991. Applying a simple scale factor of 66.4
percent (5137 divided by 7734) to all flights in the 1987 input
fle produced a set of data which is reasonably repre-
sentative of existing conditions in 1991. (Overall, this uniform
reduction of operations produces a 1.8 decibel reduction
in Ldn, since 10 x log{66.4 percent} =1.8). The 1987 modeled
aircraft leet mix (and thus, the 1991 existing conditions fleel
mix) consists of F-14A, F-14A+, A-6E/F, and E-2C aircraft. Fig-
ure 3-28 Is a comparison of the resulfing 1991 existing condi-
tions contours with the 1987 contours. (The original 1987
contours were calculated using NOISEMAP, version 5.2. The
1987 contours shown in Figure 3-27 have been recalculoted
using NOISEMAP, version 6.1). The 1991 contours are de-
picted with dotted lines.

Three alternatives containing ditferent levets of additional
activity were examined. For eqach alternative, ail additionat
aircraft operctions were modeled as daytime flights, l.e.,
between 7:00 om and 10:00 pm. The different alternatives
are as follows:

TABLE 3-15
Levels of Additional Activity Afternatives
Afternative Elements
Alternative 1 Add One Cargo Aircraft Arrival and Depanture
per Day

Add One Cargo Aircraft Arrivaf and Departure
per Day and One Aviation Mamtenance
Arrival and Departure per Month

Add Four Cargo Alrcraft Arrivals and
Departures per Day and One Aviation
Maintenance Arrival and Departure every Ten
Days

Alternative 2

Alternafive 3

The Boeing 747 was chosen to represent the typical cargo
aircraft and the Boeing 727-200 was chosen to represent
the aircraft flown in connection with Aviation Maintenance
business. Standard noise and performance data for both of
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these aircraft types were extracted from the FAA’s Inte-
grated Noise Model (INM) dotabase, version 9. Of the sev-
eral 747 and 727-200 aircraft in the database, the loudest
on departure close-in to the airport, the 747-2008 and the
727-200 with JTBD-17 engines, were chosen for this noise model.

All arrival and departure flights by these agditional aircraft
were modeled with stralght flight fracks. The 747-2008 was
assumed 1o use only fhe longer of the airport’s two run-
ways, Runway 14/32, and was modeled using each runway
end S0 percent of the time. The 727-200 would be able to
use elther runway, and so was modeled with the same run-
way usage rates as were applied to the 1987 Grumman
flights, listed below:

Runway End Percent Use
05 12%
23 26%
14 23%
32 39%

The resulting Ldn contours for each alternative are shown in
Figures 3-32, 3-33. and 3-34. To demonstrate the degree of
change from the 1991 existing conditions, Figures 3-35. 3-36,
and 3-37 show the contours for each alternative superim-
posed on the 1991 existing conditions contours. In each of
these figures the existing conditions cantowrs are depicted
with dotted lines.

Observation of Figures 3-35 through 3-37 reveals only small
changes in Ldn from 1991 existing condifions as a result of
the additional flights for any of the alternatives. Alternatives
} and 2 produce virtually identical Ldn contours. leading to
the conclusion that the difference between the two alter-
natives, the additional monthly 727 arival and departure
(0.033 daily anivals and departures) has essentially no ef-
fect on Ldn. In general, neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative
2 produces a change of more than 1 decibet Ldn in any
areo over the 1991 existing conditions. The arec of largest
increase in Ldn (about | dB) can be seen in Figures 3-35
and 3-36 os the gap between the southeast tips of the Ldn
60 contours.
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Figure 3-34 Alternative 3 Ldn Contfours
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Ldn Contours

—= Allernative |

Figure 3-35 Alternafive I Ldn Confours
as Compared to 1991 Existing Conditions
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Figure 3-36 Alternative 2 Ldn Confours
as Compared to 1991 Existing Conditions
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Figure 3-37 Affernative 3 Ldn Contours
as Compared 1o 1991 Existing Conditions
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As expected, Alternative 3 shows fhe most change from
the existing conditions, as seen in Figure 3-37. since that ai-
ternative adds the most aircraft operations. The changes
off either end of Runway 14/32 are largely atfributable to
the addifional four 747 daily arrivals and departures. The
slight changes off the ends of Runway 05/23 show that the 727
operations, increased to an arval and deparfuie every ten
days (0.1 daily arrivals and departures). do begin 1o affect Lan.

Noise Mitigation and Land Use Compatibility Strategies

As can be seen from the preceding discussion, noise and
land use are very clossely linked. Naise is generally consid-
ered to have a negative impact only if the uses and activi-
fies under the noise are incompatible with existing and/or
projected noise levels.

The preceding analysis indicates that the increase in Ldn
contour area due to implementation of any of the three al-
ternatives is likely to be quite minimal. Contours resulting
from the alternatives comprise less area than the 1987 con-
tours and the 65 Ldn contour is largely contained within the
aiport boundary and reserve areas. Nonetheless, some
residential areas to the northeast and southeast of the air-
port may be affected and noise mitigation measures
should be considered.

Opportunities for achieving or assuring noise compatibility
surrounding the dirport include both airport proprietor op-
fions as well as siate and local government actions.

The matrix in Table 3-16 has been reproduced from the
FAA‘s Advisory Circular: Noise Control and Compatibility
Planning for Airports - The matrix shows an array of possible
solutions 1o a cross section of noise compatibility problems.

The most direct dirport propitetor approach may be con-
figurational and/or operational. Operational methods can
include preferential runway usage and curving approach
and departure tracks away from sensitive areas. Noise can
also be reduced through regulatory procedures such as full
or partial curfews, restiiction of aircraft not meeting Federal
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noise standards, landing fees based on noise emissions.,
regulations for carriers which limit cumulative noise impact
or the percentage of operations of certain aircraft types
according to certificated noise levels (such as Stage 2 air-
craft), and other rule-making procedures.

Other methods which can involve both the airport proprie-
tor as well as state and local government include Yand or
easement acquisition 10 provide buffer areas and/or aviga-
fion easements, use of local zoning to regulate out incom-
patible uses or deveiopment incentives to encourage
compatible development of noise impacted areas such as
transfer of developrment rights or TDR's. Capital improve-
ments projects can also be used as a method of achieving
noise compatibility by locating noise compatible public
works projects or uses in noise affected areas such as main-
tenance and equipment storage. etc. Other methods can
include purchase and resale of land with covenants assur-
ing compatible use of the land. Lastly, purchase assurance
and/or sound proofing programs can be put into effect for
existing and remaining residential uses affected by the pro-
jected noise contours.

Another oplion to be considered should this study progress
beyond the feasibility stage is a FAR Part 150 planning pro-
gram which direcily addresses airport noise and land use
compatibility. The FAR Part 150 program includes:

«  provision for submission 1o the FAA of Noise exposure
maps and noise compatibility programs,

« standard noise measurement methods,

« identification of compatible and incompatibie land
uses, and

» proceduies/criteria for FAA approval/disapproval of
recommended compxatibility programs.

Typical Part 150 studies are expected to involve substantial
local consultation and citizen paricipation. Studies typi-
cally establish existing and projected noise exposure maps
for the airport together with an inventory of existing land
uses and zoning controls. The planning study then may set
forth a series of potential alternatives for bringing land use
and noise exposure into compatibility. Options may include
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airport operational chonges as well as changes or modifi-
cations to sucrrounding laad use patterns.

Airports can also have other land use impacts including in-
duced development impacts to the sunounding area. An
importont consideration with regard to induced develop-
ment is the potential for new induced development to as-
sist in assunng future noise compatibility around the airport.
This can be done through loand or easement acquisition
and through rezoning 1o create new areas for induced
commercial and light industrial uses in noise affecied areas
perhaps even inciuding noise reduction requirements for
new constiuction. Locally a Part 150 study has recently
been completed for MocArthur Airportt in Istip. There a vari
ety of possiole measwes have been suggested. These in-
clude. among other elements:

- Deportwes controls
»  Pieferential tunway use
«  Nighttime use and run-up resticions
- Limiting touch-and-go operations
« Residential souna insulation program
« Purchase of avigation easements
+ Lond use (zoning) controls
Noise berms along the property line of the airpon

Somae of these kinds of measures could be used at Calverton.
Howevex, at Calverton the surrounding land is much less de-
veloped. Thus, measuses which may hove the most impact at
Calverton should be those related to controlling future use of
surounding lands. Measures along these lines might include:

- Zohing contiols to maintain or consaiidate existing ingus-
trial zoning or put in place new industaal and/or agricu-
tural zoning. (However, expansion of industrial use In this
areq may have to be weighad o%cjrm potential im-
pacts 1o ground water quality on this sensitive aquifer.)

« Purchase of additional surrounading lands to reserve
more ungdeveloped open space.
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« Open space conservation zoning and/or mutti-acie z200-
ing and transfer of development rights to other tar-
geted development sites away from the qiport

Other measures might include:
» Departures controls and preferential runway use.
+ Nighttime use restrictions on commercial alicraft
« Residential soundproofing where appropriate
» Nolse berms to buffer noise from aircraft maintenance.

Actions Following the Feasibility Study

If the alternalives currently under study prove {o be feasi-
ble, then a more rigorous environmental analysis of the
sound effects of the varous aifernatives should be carefully
underiaken together with consideration of submitting an
FAR Part 180 application to the FAA. This will very likely be
required as port of a Federal Environmental Assessment
process. Such a study should include at a minimum:

+ Addiional mecsurement 10 refine existing noise levet
dato and characteristics at Catverton.

- Morie detailed forecasts of operations levels for the vari-
ous aitematives.

« Incormporation of any revisions to the forecast of fleet
mix needed to support each alternative.

+ More detailed analysis of probable runway utilization.,
« Projected aircraft fight paths ang vertical profiles.
« Modeling of alternate day/night split of operations.

This data should be combined with existing and projected
data on miitary/Grummon operations at the airport in or-
der to derive a revised set of projected noise contours for
each alternative under study. These contours should be
combined with an analysis of likely SEL characteristics of
eoch of the alternatives. Contours and SEL analysis can be
combined with existing land use and zoning data in order
to make estimates of likely noise impacts and to recom-
mend potential mitigation measwes.



CHAPTER FOUR
Land Uses and
Transportation

Introduction

One important concern in the use of Calverton for non-mili-
tary activities is what will the impact of such use be on the
quality of life in the surrounding communities and will there
be conflict with land use planning In the Towns of River-
head, Brookhaven, and Southampton? The three key pa-
ramefers are noise, haffic and whether or not aport
activities will cause a change in land uses off-site.

in Chapter Three an examination of the noise profiles
clearly demonstrate that commercial flights produce signifi-
cantly reduced profiles in comparison with non-noise at-
tenuated aircraft such as the F-14. However, the issue of
noise must alse be considered In the context of frequency
of flights and the fime of day or night that flights occur.

The site alternatives discussed in Chapter Five, which served
as the determinant of job generation possibilities in Chapter
Two, show that the anficlpated number of flights will be less
than the past history of milifary usage and will be in more
quiet aircraft. Therefore, whatever impact the airfield has
had on the quality of life in eastern Long Island over the
past four decades will not be increased, but decreased.

This claim is based on the conclusion that the property wil
not be used for passenger operations, either as a wayport
or as a Suffolk County International Airport. The reasons that
mitigate against passenger operations are discussed in
Chapter Five.

This Chapter exarnines the general existing land uses in the
PSA., and Suffolk County and town comprehansive plans as
they relate to Calverton Airfield. The balance of the Chap-
ter will address the fraffic that may be generated by job
growth at the airport and the improvements necessory to
adeqguately cope with this demand.
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Lang Uses

GENERAL LAND USE IN THE PRIMARY STUDY AREA - The fen
mile area surrounding the Calverton Airport has ¢ large
amount of open space and institutional uses, along with
low density housing and some community clusters. Most of
the open space is in the form of Federal, State, County and
local parks, conservation and watershed protection areas.
A small amount of land in the Town of Bfookhaven and a
large amount of land in the Town of Riverhead is being
used for farming purposes. There are a few low density resi-
dential communifies such as Manorville, Calverton and
Westhampton, In addition, there are medium density com-
munities In Wading River, Center Moriches, Mastic-Shirley,
Rocky Point, Shoreham and Eastport. These areas have
small commercial activities surrounded by generally older
saasonal homes converted 10 year-round use with newer
subdivisions in their outlying areas, A few older communities
with central business districts, such as Riverhead and Wes-
thompton Beach, are on the periphery of the area along
with some growing communities such as Middle Island,
Ridge and Yaphank which contain mixes of single family
homes, multifamily concentrations and scattered commer-
cial service areas. (See Figure 4-1) The most important land
use areas are the ones that could be directly affected by
air traffic from the two runways at Calverton. In a northeast
direction, the general pattern of land use is open space,
farmland permanently protected through the Develop-
ment Rights Program, and shore-front housing that contains
both seasonal and year-round units.

Lang uses to the northwest also contain open land in the
form of the national cemetery, lower density housing and
the utility site at Shoreham.

The area to the southwest is predominantly open space
and institutional with the 3,000 acres of the Brookhaven Na-
tional Laboratory as the dominating land use,

The area to the southeast is o continuous conidor of existing
and proposed open space. Large-scale County purchases
in this vicinity have left only scattered outparcels to ulti-
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mately create a continuous corridor of open land between
the Calverton Ainoort and the County Airport in Westhampton.

Curment Zoning

To determine the potential land uses that could occur
within the PSA the zoning codes and districts of the three
towns within the Prirmary Study Area were reviewed and a
composite zoning map assembled. (See Figure 4-2.) This in-
formation can be referred 1o in the description that follows
regarding the comprehensive plans drawn up by the mu-
nicipcdities.

COUNTY AND TOWN PLANS FOR THE SURROUNDING AREA -

Comprehensive Plans have been done for the three sur-
rounding towns during the last twenty years. The most re-
cent is the five year old Town of Brookhaven plan which
recommends an extensive amount of low density category
to protect the pine barrens and the Peconic River corridor.
Large sections of the area around Calverton were recom-
mended for low density and the Town followed up by cre-
ating five acre zoning on much of the land. The plan ailso
called for concenfrations of development in the communi-
ties of Ridge. Middle kland, and Yaphank. Much of the re-
mainder of the study darea recommended removal of
excess industrial zoning by relocating it into the ess environ-
mentdally sensitive south Yaphank area and infiling many of the
existing vacant parcels with one-half acre 1o one acre 1ot szes.

The Town of Riverhead plan envisioned a very large indus-
trial zone sunmounding the Calverton faclity. Many of the
woodiands in the Peconic River corridor and the farmiands
were recommended o -have industrial use. Some of this in-
dustrial land zoning has been scaled back: howevey, there
is still potential industrial use on more than 3,000 acres of
farmland that remdins in the Town’s zoning ordinance. The
Town of Riverhead plans call for concentrating much of the
future commercial and residential growth in the vicinity of
the Riverhead central business district, while preserving the
central farmiand belt. At the present time, farmiand s
zoned for one acre residential lots which discourages chus-
ter development and can make it desirable for future resi-
dences when there is again a market demand for larger
tracts of housing. Recent modifications to the Town zoning
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have eliminated a significant amount of industrial zoning in
the Peconic River corddor A large portion of this land has
now been prought into public ownership.

The original plans for the Town of Southampton within the
study area called for more than a ten thousand acre indus-
trial complex in the vicinity of the County Airport. During the
1980’s, the Town again evatuated this idea and rezoned
much of the land that is located at the outside range of
Calverton to five acre residential zoning. In the last dec-
ade, a large amount of this low density zoning has been
purchased for watershed preservation.

County plans for the Calverton area are simiar to the latest

proposals of the Towns. The major exception is the large

amount of industrial property in the Town of Riverhead and
the allowed density on the farmland in that Town. (See
Figure 4-3)

LAND USE WITHIN RUNWAY CORRICORS OF CALVERTON AIR-
PORT - Future iand use in the runway corridors is a primary
concern in this study. Therefore, the following summary indi-
cates land use frends in the four corridors around the Aiport.

The northeastern portion of the runway affected area (Rwy
23-end) is entirely in the Town of Riverhead. Future land use
plans envision some indusfrial uses with a large amount of
farmlond retention either by continued purchase of devel-
opment rights, transfer of development rights or Clustering.
Most of the housing potential would be confined to the
shorefront north of Sound Avenue that is not part of the per-
manent golf courses or municipally owned open space. Be-
tween zerc and two miles from the end of the northeast
runway, there is a clear zone being used for farming pur-
poses. Between two and three miles. the majority of the
farmland is in the Suffolk County Development Rights Pro-
gram angd wilt stay in farming for perpetuity, Between three
and four miles. there are a mix of residential and open
space uses and beyond four miles is the Long Island Sound.

The northwest comidor (Rwy 14-end) is partially in the Town
of Riverhead and partially in the Town of 8rookhaven. The
general land uses that are presently open space are ex-
pected fo remain, while the remainder will infill with a lim-
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ited amount of residential development. The eight hundred.

acre Shoreham site is expected to remain in a combination .

of ufility ond transportation uses. Between zero and two
miles from the northwest runway is the National Cemetery. .
Setween two and four miles is the aforementioned mix of
low and medium density residential, wetlonds, a scout camp
and ufility we. Four riles and beyond is Long Island Sound.

The area affected by the southeast runway (Rwy 32-end) is
in Brookhaven and Southampton Towns where the pre-
dominant zoning is five acre residential lots. Due to the ex-
istence of the 2,000 acres of Federal open space and
another 5.000 acres of County watersned land, there are
virtually no future land use confilcts envisioned here. Some
of the remaining privately owned parcels are expected to
be acqulred through purchase or retention by the County
through fax foreclosures. In- addition, the use of clustering
and transfer of development rights should also sharply limit
any significant residential incursions. Between zero and
three miles from the end of the runway is the Federal clear
zone. Between three and eight miles is an open space cor-
ridor that ends at the County Airport in Westhampton. Be-
yond that, in the eight fo ten mile distance, is a medium
density residential area that comprises a portion of Wes-
thampton Beach and has some limited room for infilling
new residences and scaltered commercial activities.

The coriidor frorn the southwest runway (Rwy 5-end) com-
prises land in the Towns of Riverhead and Brookhaven.
Open spaces and institutional uses dominate this corridor.
Within the zero 10 two mile range is a corridor of Federal
and State owned open space. There are tiny pockets of in-
dustridl and low density residential in the vicinity. The area
between two and five miles covers the 3000 acre
Brookhaven Natlonal Laboratory. The five to seven mile
area is proposed as g Cluster of industrial and commercial
uses. The final distance of seven fo ten miles away from the
runway inctudes a large County park and vacant land that
is owned by the County and a group of private owners, The
County land contains existing institutional use that could be
expanded in the future and the private land Is expected to
be used for a combination of low density housing and in-
dustrial development.
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This review indicates that the majority of the land surround-
ing the Caiverton Airport s generally compatible with the
noise pafteins emanating from the Calverton facility use.
However, to the north of the NWIRP there are two existing
residential areas, one to the northwest beyond Runway 14-
end, and the other to the northeast beyond Runway 23-
end They are at the outside edge of the runway proteciion
zones and may be impacted by the flight tracks of depart-
ing olrcraft. These existing developments must be consid-
ered in any future increase of aviation activity or a change
to the flight amival/deparhre patterns. Another area of
concern is for the residentially zoned lands located ap-
proximately 20,000 feet (3.8 miles) southeast of Runway 32-
end that are within a high ferrain zone (includes Bald
Hill-295 feet AMSL). it is observed that development of this
land is unlikely due to its difficult topography.

Transportation

The Transportation Division of the Suffolk County Depart-
ment of Public Works was asked by the Long Island Re-
glonal Planning Board (LRPB) fo examine the fraffic
impacts of developing 7.075,500 square feet of cargo. in-
dustral and related space at the Grumman facility in Cal-
verfon. The number of employees resulting from this
proposed development is estimated ot approximately
12.000. This report 1o0ks at existing highway conditions on
roads serving the facility, tip generation and assignment,
capacity constraints and alternative courses of action.

For purposes of initial analysis, the LIRPB assumed that 90%
of the work force would come from points west of Woding
River Road and that they would all enter the facility from on
entrance on the south side of NYS 25 where the current
Grummmaon north gate is located. The primary north-south
occess route to the facility from points west was assumed
to be CR 46, William Floyd Parkway, aithough it is likely that
some trips would occur on Wading River Road.

Existing Highway Conditions - The Grumman facility is bor-
dered on the north by NYS 25, on the west by Schultz
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Road/Wading River-Manoiville Road, and on the south by
Grumman Boulevard. Primary access to the facility from the
west would be from NYS 25: or from NYS 495 and then north
1o NYS 25 either along CR 46, Williom Floyd Parkway (LIE Ex-
ist 68), or along Wading River Road (LIE Exit 69). CR 46 and
Wading River Road would similiarly be used for eastbound
traffic from NYS 27 Access from the east is along NYS 25 or
along Wading River Road to NYS 25 (eastbound). Figure 4-4
depicts the major roads within the PSA. Figure 4-5 depicts
the roods on the perimeter of the ASA.

NYS 25 is a two-lane, eost-west road with 30 feet of pove-
ment and 6-foot shoulders from William Floyd Parkway to
2.5 miles east of Wading River Road and 24 feet of pave-
ment and 6-foot shoulders east to Edwards Avenue. There is
o sighalized infersection at Wading River Road ond a left-
turn lane onto Wading River Road in the westbound direc-
tion. The two-way annudal average daily traffic (AADT)
between Wading River Road and Edwards Avenue is ap-
proximately 10.500. The one-way capacily is about 1,230
vehicles/hour. The current one-way peak hour is 630 vehi-
cles, or about one-half of its capacity.

Schultz Road/Wading River-Manor Road is a two-lane,
winding rural road with a varlable pavement width of 24-36
feet, in genercaly poor condifion, having deterio-
rated/crumbling edges and poor surface condifions. For
nearly its entire length, it abuts environmentally sensitive
land, including Suffolk County parkiand and wetlands. Cus-
rent volume figures are unavailable but are estimated to
be less than 5.000 AADT. One-way capacity is estimated o
be approximately 600 vehicles/hour. It is a primary north-
south access road for both employees and commercial ve-
hicles to the south gate of the Grumman facility located on
Grumman Blvd. Grumman Blvd. itself has a similar, low qual-
ity physical and functional profie. During the times when
the Grumman facility was operating at peak employment,
arrival ond departure times for employees had to be stag-
gered to minimize congestion.

CR 46. Wiliam Floyd Parkway, is a fourdane, divided facility
with 48-foot pavement width and 12-foot shoulders. North
of the LIE. it has a variable right-of-way of approximatety
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150 feet. The current fraffic volume is approximately 24,000
AADT. The one-way capacity is 3.600 vehicles/howr. The cur-
rent one-way peak hour volume is approximately 1,200 ve-
hicles, or about one-third of its estimated capacity.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS ON AREA ROADS, NO-BUILD - Traffic on
the major roads serving the Grumman facility are estimated
fo grow at approximately 3% per year even if the proposed
development does not take place. However. this does not
take into consideration a major proposed commercial ond
residentdial devetopment in the northwest guadrant of the
intersection of NYS 495 and CR 46, William Floyd Parkway, or
the possibility of a major factory outiet center east of the
airfield In the Town of Riverhead. The Suffolk County De-
partment of Public Works 1986 Highway Needs Assessment
Report projected an AADT of approximaiely 80.000 on CR
46 in the post-2000 period based on this development tak-
ing place. This is nearly quadruple the current AADT. The
recommendation was made that CR 46 be widened from 2
to 3 lanes in each direction from NYS 495 to Longwood
Road. Even this capacity increase, however, would result in
a level of service E for the road. If the proposed develop-
meni of the Grumman Facility takes place. at the very
least, this six-lane cross-section would have to be extended
to NYS 25. However, even without this major development.
further study should be made of the entrance/exit romp
capacity of CR 46 at NYS 25 and NYS 495.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS ON AREA ROADS, BUILD - ft is assumed
that 90% of the traffic to the site will come from the west of
Wading River Road and 10% would come from east of this
route, with all traffic arrving at the existing Grumman north
entrance on NYS 25. Within this context, peak hour fraffic
loads were assigned to the east-west and north-south roads
that provide access to the site based on their current vol-
ume relative 1o each other. The percentages of peak hour
fraffic assigned to each road segment are shown on Figure 4-6.

TRIP GENERATION - The proposed 7,075,500 square foot de-
velopment was divided into the following general land
uses, with an estimate of the number of employees as shown
in Table 4-1.
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TABLE 4-1
Use, Floor Area, Empioyees*

Land Use {TE Coda o fes
Light Industry 110 2,030,000 4613
Manutacturing 140 1,702,000 3,145
Heavy Industy 120 1,294,500 859
Warehousing 150 1,805,000 2,350
Generat Office 710 244,000 1,015
[ Grand Total 7075500 11,982 |

*ITE catagories ol land and trip genaration farmulas used.

Using the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) fip generation
software with the number of employees for each land use
as the independent variable, the number of trips gener-
ated by the site was calculated. The results of the analysis
are shown in the following tables:

TABLE 4-2
Avorage Weekday Driveway Volumes
24-Hour Two- __AMPK. HOUR__ __ PMPK. HOUR___
Land Use Enployses Way Yolums _ Enter Exd Enter Exi
Light Industrial 4613 13644 1,092 224 165 1,212
Manutacturing 3,145 5,703 982 74 587 520
Heavy Industnial 859 704 21 9 a7 64°
Warehousing 2,350 7536 672 261 381 707
General Office 1,015 3,261 423 52 74 360
[ Total 30848 3200 620 1294 2863

* Software did not have data available for peak hour volumes. Therefore,
peak hour volumes for heavy industrial ware estimated from 24-hour
volumaes, distributing the frips in the same proportion as they aie for
manutacturing

The resulting increase in a.m. paak hour traffic volume on
the most severely impacted road segments serving the fo-
cility are shown on Table 4-3.

CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS - If the property were developed
as proposed, capacity improvements would have to be
made to the following road segments: NYS 25 (from CR 46
to Grumman north entrance) and Wading River Road (from
NYS 495 to NYS 25). On NYS 25 west of Wading River Road.
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TABLE 4-3

Impacted Road Segments
Route From To Tm!(ﬁl(/:e;UHr) EKC%@;VH} Dem
NYS 25 CH 46 Wading 2,040 600 1440
River Rd
NYS 25 Wading North 2,862 600 2,262
River Rd Entrance
Wading NYS 495 NYS 25 592 300 292
River Rd
CR46 _ LIg NYS 25 1711 2.400

there would be an estimated 1,440 vehicle/hour one-way
peak hour capacity deficiency. This is equivalent to one
fravel lane at the road’s current lane capacity. Similarly,
NYS 25 east of Wading River Road would hove an esti-
mated 2,262 vehicle/hour one-way peak hour capacity
deficlency: This is the equivalent of two fravel lanes at the
road’s current lane capacity. Wading River Road would
have to be improved from its cument substandard condi-
fion to a standard two-lane, cross-section within the existing
right-of-way. As discussed previously CR46 would have to
be improved if. in addition to the Calverton fadility, major devel-
oprment takes place north of the NYS 495/CR46 intersections.

TABLE 44
Capacity Improverments Needed
Route From {Dioction} To Neeoded improvemenls
LEnt.  Addl lane west of Wading
NYS 25 CR46 (Basf (North) River Rd. Add| two fanes
east of WH Rd.

CR46 NYS 495 {North) NYS 25  Addl fane in each direction
Wading Improve to standard

River Rd,  NYS 495 (North) NYS 25 lwo- lane road
Grumman  Wading Edwards  Improve to standard

Blivd River Rd. {Easl) __Ave, two-lane road

Table 4-4 summartzes the needed capacity improvements,
and Figure 4-7 indicotes their location.

It was mentioned earlier in the report that there is a south
entrance currently used by Grumman employees located
on the north side of Grumman Boulevard off of Wading
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River Road. If an additional south entrance is created to
access the new proposed development, it I likely that im-
provements similar to those described for Wading River
Road would have to be made on Gruraman Boulevard.
Use of the new south entrance and improvements to Grum-
man Boulevard will have the positive effect of reducing the
one-way peak hour deficiency on NYS 25 between Wading
River Road and the north entrance by the equivalent of
one fravel lane. Further engineering analysis would have to
be done to determine the most efficient and cost-effective
way of handling the projected copacity deficiencies and
the cost of making those improvements.

ADDITIONAL ACTIONS - in order to reduce or ametiorate the
estimated traffic impacts of the proposed development, it
is recommended that the following actions be investigated
for feasibiitty which, when taken together, may have a ma-
jor impact on the use of single-occupant vehicles access-
ing the site.

- Develop new bus routes to serve facility. Cost of bus
route approximately $130,000/route/year.

- Develop extensive vanpooling/carpooling program.
(Would be required under the Clean Alr Act
Amendments of 1990, in any case).

- Develop staggered work hour progrom which would
spread out arnval and deparfure times and substantially
reduce capacity deficiency impacts.

- Develop improved freight/rail transport on the main
branch of the Long Iskand Rail Road, which cumrently has
spur service into the southern portion of the airfield.

- Fenty Sewvice - If a high-speed fernry service connecting
Long Island’s Noith Shore to Connecticut proves feasible,
it could provide efficient fransportation of freight to and
from Calverton, thereby easing freight fraffic over Long
Island roads and easing congestion through New York
City. Several ferry studies of the Long Isiand Sound
crossing have been conducted by the New York/New
JerseyPort Authority in July 1992. This report piompted
the New York State Department of Transportation to
establish a Ferry Task Force who are seeking 10 establish
a high-speed ferry service, with a key site being
adjacent o the Shoreham Power plant. This Task Force is
still on-going.
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introduction

The determinotion of the feasibiity of using the Colverton
Alport for joint military/commercial use Is predicated on
the assumption that mititory use will continue. If thot ks the
case. then the problems to be solved include:

1 How much lond is gvailoble for commetcial development?

2. What types of commercio uses are possinle?

3. What improvements have to be made to accommo-
dote commercial development?

4. How much will It cost?

5. Who will poy for it?

6. What are 1he economic benefits?

CHAPTER FIVE 7 What are the Impacts on the surtounding communities?
This chapter addresses the first two terns. tlems 3. 4 and 5
are discussed in Chapter Six. Items 6. and 7 ore discussed in

Site Alternatives o= o sovenonation

Another aspect that must be considered Is the determing-
Hon of feasiblty if Grumman withdraws from Cabverton. This
ralses a host of olher problems, such os:

1. Wi the U.S. Navy continue its ownership ond operation if
Grumman withdraows?

2. 1t 50, under what conditions and terms?

3. Caon commercial operations be justified without
Grumman?

4. Whot can happen to the pioperty?

5. Ate other aiterndtive 1ses feasibie?

All five of these Items are addressed in this chapler. The
chapter starts with a description of the existing aliport lay-
out and features. This is followed by a summary of the site
constralnts as determined by the envirconmenta! analysis
covered In Chopter Three.

A variety of potenlial users is then identified ond site designs
are proposed thal could accommodate a mix of activities
that in the aggreqgate codd generate up to 12.000 jobs as
discussed in Chaplet Two.

The bdlance of the chapter discusses the consequences of
a teeminalion of use by Grumman and lts implications on
the teasibilily of continued oufield operation.

‘n
¥
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The policy conclusions that flow from this analysis are the
subject of Chapter Eight.

Airport Property and Easements

The entire Naval Weapons Industrial Reserve Plant holdings
compirise of 5900 acres, of which 2,913 ocres are located
within a fenced area, with the balance being avigational
easement acreages outside the fence. Grumman leases
944 acres from the U.S. Navy. Avigational easements (green
areas in Figure 5-9, The Airport Study Areq) exist for alt run-
way clear zones and to maintain the navigational aids and
approach lights. Figure 5-1 depicts the property line, clear
zones and proposed taxiways.

RUNWAYS - Both runways have a bearing strength of 50,000
Ibs per wheel, and are equipped with emergency E-28 bi-
directional cable) and E-5 (directional chain) qircraft arrest-
ing gear, high intensity runway lights (HIRL). and approach
lighting. The construction of the first 1.000 feet at the ends
of each runway is concrete with asphalt construction for
the balance of their lengths. The high value of the agircraft
product being tested justifies the confinuous runway main-
tenance program conducted by Grumman Aerospace.
Table 5-1 summarizes the runway characteristics.

TABLE 5-1
Runway Characteristics
Primary Secordary

Number/Direction 14/32 SE-NW 05/23 NE-SW
Length, Feet 10,001 7,001
Width, Feet 200 200
Surface Concrete/Asphak Concrete/Asphatt
Corxiition Good Good
Pavement Steength 50,000 lbs/wheel 50,000 ibs/wheel

RUNWAY OPERATIONS - The records reflect that Runway 05
handles 12% of the operations, Runway 23 handies 26%.
Runway 14 handies 23%. and Runway 32 handies 39%. Typi-
cally only one runway is active at any given fime depend-
ing on tocal wind conditions. The runway elevations vary
between 52 (Rwy 32-end) at the southeast corner of the
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Alrport, and 75 feet above mean sea level (Rwy 23-end) at
the northern boundary.

RUNWAY PROTECTION ZONES - The runway protection zone
for a runway is set by the FAA depending on the use of that
runway. It defines an area that should be kept clear of ob-
structions that might penstrate the allowable approach
slope. All runway protection zones begin 200 feet from the
runway threshold and extend outwardly from there for dis-
tances and widths dependent on runway use, as shown on
Figure 5-1. All runways at Calverton are non-precision tun-
ways with an existing runway protection zone having an in-
ner width of 1,000 feet and an outer width of 1,425 feet, a
fength of 1,700 feet. and are at ground level. The existing
runway protection zones of each runway are not expected
to be affected by the development discussed herein. How-
ever, a precision landing system (LS or MLS) will be required
for commercial service w/an approach slope of 50:1.

NAVIGATIONAL AIDS - The Calverton Airport, being primarily
a military facility provides the facilities required for that type
of aviation operation. Known also as a Peconic Field (CTO)
the facility has two non-precision approaches. A non-preci-
sion approach provides only bearings and distance, with all
additional information obtained from aviation charts.

Calverton’s NAVAID designation is (CCC) {AB} VORTAC (L).
This equipment has a dudl role, being used by both civil
and military aircraft. The term VORTAC describes a combi-
nation of VOR (VHF omnidirectional range) and TACAN
(tactical air navigation). Rated as a (L) low altifude for nor-
mal anticipated interference-free service out 1o 40 nautical
miles and up to 18.000 feet above sea level, including o
(AB) continuous automatic transcribed weather broadcast
semvice.

The Calverton VORTAC not only provides navigational infor-
mation for approaches to Peconic Field, but aiso for
Brookhaven Alrport (VOR Rwy 6) and a missed approach
holding pattern for alf of Isllp Airport’s approaches, It is also
used as a high altitude holding fix for western Long Island
airports when air traffic and weather conditions warrant it.
As an integral part of the National Airspace System it pro-
vides services for Long Island and Connecficut.
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The introduction of joint use by non-military aircraft will re-
quire additional navigational equipment. Grumman’s co-
operation in providing use of the Traffic Control Tower and
CFR sexvices will aglleviate the inflial major cost of these fa-
cilittes. A surmmary of airspace Is shown on Figure 5-2.

The only operational or procedural restrictions placed on
an airport relates to the proximilty of other airflelds or spe-
cial use airspace within the 25 nautical mile radius. The mil-
tary warning area known as W-106 Is such a restiction,
except for milifary oircraft. It is located approximately 20
miles south east of Calverton Aliport (over the Afiantic
Ocean) and restricts flights operating between the suface
and 3,000 feet within this area which ks clearly marked on
current aviation charts. The aviation chart Approach Pro-
cedures for both runways are shown on Figure 5-3.

The runway opproach slopes and the lands they affect, in-
cluding identification of salient features including a radio
tower. are presented in Flgure 5-4 Airspace & Approaches.
Due to the foresight of the Navy In acquiring additional off-
site lands for navigutional easements the potential com-
plaints of noise from alrcraft arrivals and departures related
to the Calverton Airfield have been minimized. Other mu-
nicipal and County open space acquisitions around the
NWIRP have precluded potential new residences from be-
ing bwilt in this vicinity.

AIRCRAFT ACTIVITY - Over a six year period between 1982
and 1987 Calverton averaged about 7.300 operations a
year Almost all of these were mllitary operations, with the
majority being jet aircraft. The number of operations stead-
ily declined between 1988 and 199). The nolse associated
with this activity was previously discussed in detail In Chap-
ter Three and indicated that the residential areas closest to
the Aiiport. which are the uses of critical concern, did not
appear to be adversely affected by the existing 65 Ldn
noise contour,

LAND USES PERMITTED - The Airport Study Area (ASA),
(Figure 5-5) incorporates the Navy owned lands of both the
runway buffer areas and within the fence of the Airport
proper, is currently within a Town of Riverhead zoning cate-
gory of Defense Institutionaol District. This district was created
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In recognition of the national and regional importance of
these londs and also was designed to discourage their further
subdivision. Despite the fact that this is a federally owned
property which Is not techrically subject to municipal zoning
powers, the Calverton Aimport property has operated generally
within the bounds of the zoning district requirements.

The consideration of accommodating non-military activities
within the existing avlation facility where Grumman Aero-
space Is currently conducting its national defense mission
of testing. retrofitfing and supplying military aircraft to the
U.S. Navy 5 not in contlict with permissible land uses under
the Town zoning code. Since the owner of the land is the
U.S. Navy and the curent tenant is Grumman Aerospace,
any plans for joint-use must first be acceptoble to these two
parties before any further development can occur.

Site Constraints

For purposes of this Joint-use feasibillty study the londs within
the fence but outside of Grumman’'s leased acreage and
runway restriction boundarles were considered for potential
development. However, environmental analysis concluded
that this total acreage would be sublject to further diminu-
tion due to constraints posed by the natural enviconment
and regulatory protections afforded this site. See Chapter
Three for a full discussion and analysis.

Of the 2.913 acres of the Airport Study Area (within the
fence) 944 acres are reserved for Grumman and 592 acres
Is currently In runway use. This runway acreage includes the
runway clearance area (measured 750 feet from the cen-
terline of an ILS runway) within which no buildings are per-
mitted. The remaining 1,377 acres are further diminished by
the combination of soil, groundwater, wetlands. and habi-
tat protection areas. These arecs where development
would be precluded Is approximately 253 acres on the
west side (Runway 5/23), and on the east side (Runway
14/32) about 178 acres would be removed from considera-
tion of development, leaving a net 946 acres avaiabile for use.

Approach to Design

The existence of the Caolverton Airport within the rural set-
ting of the east end of Long Island makes its aviation and
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employment activity of vital interest to the citizens of its ad-
jacent communities. In approaching the feasibility of addi-
tional uses being accommodated at this facility the visual
mitigation of site development and safety of increased em-
ployment activity and vehicular movements were incorpo-
rated into the design. As an airport, the primary use for
aviation requires the runways and their flight patterns be
protected against obstructions to facilitate the safe opera-
tion of aircraft. Another high priority is facilitate the accom-
modation of aviation base activities (i.e. hangers, aprons,
fuel, etc.). A third pricrity is fo locate industrial and business
uses that have a need or benefit t0 be located at an air-
port (for example, use of cargo aircraft, services to avia-
tlon, or Just-in-Time (JIT) distribution activity). Just-In-Time
(JIM) in this scenario is an approach to reducing inventory in-
vestrnent and replacing it with time-definite trangportation
services such as air freight and expedited trucking.

The building areas by use, and jobs generated were identi-
fied in the economic analysis contained in Chapter Two
and Is shown on Table 5-2.

TABLE 5-2
Square Footage/Jobs Generated for the Scenario
Jobs Square Feet
Fixed Base Operator 100 200,000
Airport ManagerA).S. Customs 35 130,500
Air Cargo Facility/Integrated
Carrier 370 500,000
Foreign Trade Zone 1,075 540,000
Aviation Maintenance Facility 600 1,305,000
Industrial Park 10,000 4,400,000
| Totals 12,180 7,075500 |

In the Figures that follow (Figures 56, 5-7, 59, 5-10) the con-
ceptual development is identified by Runway number with
the base map including new taxiways fo serve the antici-
pated aviation uses. The necessary air fraffic Control Tower
and CFR (crash/fire/rescue) services will be provided by
Grumman through their existing equipment, therefore they
are not located within the design areas.

Site Development

The specific uses envisioned were placed into a building
configuration on a langd parcel reguired to accommodate
the development using the maximum of o 30 percent
puilding coverage. The industiial parks design used a maxi-
mum 40 percent building coverage standard in determin-
ing the acreage required (less than 300 acres) 1o
accommodate 4.4 million square feet of industrial park.

The on-site development conshraints were further refined o
identify their moderate/severe influence. Siting develop-
ment on parcels outside areas of constraint is depicted by
each Runway on Fgures 56 (Rwy 5/23) and 57 (Rwy
14/32), Development With Consideration of Constraints.

See Figure 5-8 for the parcel use, of the 946 acres avallable.
Description of Conceptual Development

The design groups uses by function, compatioility with adja-
cent use, and land availability, utilizing the buffer areas as
both visual and noise suppression elements:

WEST SIDE: Runway 5/23 pavement is 7,001 feet long by 200
feet wide with a SW/NE alignment. The runway area, which
includes the existing runway, the existing faxiway and an ad-
ditional taxiway constitutes 257 acres. See Figure 5-9 for the
Conceptual Design.

TABLE 5-3
Runway 05/23 Development
Use Percent
[right o left) lements of Activi Bldg. (sf)  Parcel fac} Covera

Airport Mgmt. Office Equipmt, Materials 105,000 83 29
Acft Maintenance  Hangar,inst.Calibm,Paintg 810,000 60.0 31
Acft Retrofit Hangar,Noise Suppm,Repair 495000 370 30
Sew Timt Plant Equpmt Bldg, Treatmt Fields 5,000 250 -
Industrial PX. Manufacturing,Research 1,088,000 716 35
' Totals 2503000 2019 28|

The total area of the proposed aviation buildings adjacent
to Runway 5/23 is 1,410,000 square feet and uses 105 acres
of land. In addition, the proposed industrial park sections
utilize 72 acres in providing 1 1 million square feet of build-
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Ings. The proposed tertlary level sewage treatment plant
(located north of the boundary for lands which contribute
to the Psconic River watershed) has a 5,000 square foot
bullding surounded by 25 acres of freatment fields.

The proposed road access to this development area is via
a new enftrance from Middle Country Road (NYS Rte 26) at
a point 5,000 feet from the existing north entrance 1o the
Calverton Airport which is the second access point 10 this
development area. The north enfrance is 3.000 feet 1o the
west of the intersection of NYS Rte 25 and NYS Rte 25A
which will be the primary entrance 1o the Airport’s east side
development

EAST SIDE: Runway 14/32 pavement is 10,001 feet long by
200 feet wide with a NW/SE alignment. The runway areq,
which includes the exisiing runway, the existing taxiway
and an addifional taxiway consfitutes 335 acres. The total
lond adjacent to this runway which is available for devel-
opment (beyond the constraints) is approximately 300
acres. See Figure 5-10 for the conceptual design.

TABLE 5-4
Runway 14/32 Development

Use Perent

{right lo left) Elements of Activity Blda. {sf) Parcel (ag) Coverage
Fixed Base Opr Fuel, Hangars, Cargo Svcs, 200,000 166 27
Air Cargo Hangar, Warehouse, Storage 250,000 190 30
U.S. Customs Office, Storage 25,500 41 14
Int Carrier Hangar, Warehouse, Slorage 250,000 19.0 30
F1.2. 4 Buildings, 135,000 slea 540,000 368 33
Industrial Pk.  Manulacturing, Research 3,312,000 2130 35
| Totals 4577500 3085 34|

The total area of proposedbuildings adjocent 1o Runway
14/32 is 1,265,500 square ulilizing 95.5 acres of land and rep-
resents a 30 percent building coverage of the developed
land. In addition. the proposed industrial park occommo-
dates 3.3 million square feet on 213 acres and reflects a 35
percent building coverage.

Road access to this development area is vid a new en-
france from Middle Country Road (NYS Rte 25) at a point
directly opposite the intersection of Route 25 and NYS Rte
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25A. Once on the site this roadway splifs, running west
dcross the runway protection zone at the apex of both run-
ways to serve the western development area. The road-
way's other branch runs in an south easterly direction with
an aglignment In the narow corridor north of the develop-
ment and south of the habifat protection area. curving
eastward to intersect with the industrial park subdivision. A
south access 1o the industrial park occurs from Grumman
Boulevard at a point immediately south of the centerline of
Runway 14/32, within the runway protection zone, and per-
mits use of this roadway as a viable alternative for both pri-
vate and commercial vehicles utiizihg the site. An
emergency entry can be secured at the north sast corner
of the Airport property line utilizing the existing r.o.w. from
NYS Route 25, past the radar towers.

Development Altemnatives

Use of Scenario 3 fo depict the conceptual development
permifted the inclusion of land use elements conlained in
Scenarios 1 and 2. There were other suggestions for alterna-
tive development of this site under specific scenarios. The
early proposal by the Town of Riverhead to establish an Ag-
ricultural Training complex was accommodated within the
acreage set aside for an industrial park. Another develop-
ment suggestion was to use only a portion of the site as a
golf course in recognition of the demand for this type of
public recreation in eastern Suffolk County. An added atter-
native consideration is the what if scenario should Grum-
man Aerospace vacate the premises and moved their
operations elsewhere,

The economic ramifications of Grumman’s deparfure were
forecasted in Chapter Two of this report It should be recog-
nized that this facility Is federally owned by the U.S. Navy. In
the event that Grumman does not renew its lease the Navy
may declare the acreage surpius and be offereqd for sale at
a public auction should no Federal agency be interested in
re-using this facility. There should be litle expectation that
the Town of Riverhead or the County of Suffolk would pur-
chase this entire holding, therefore, it would likely be pur-
chased by mulltiple owners for development. Should the
situation arise where the Calverton Airport is being consid-
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ered for disposal, one immediate action is recommended
to be taken by the County and/or the State, that is, to des-
ignate for protection the undisturbed runway buffer lands
(est 2,986 acres) around the airport. A fuller discussion of
fhe alfernatives relating to a Grumman departure is dis-
cussed in the balance of this chapter.

Use by Grumman

When Grumman was at its peak of production on Long
Istand, the Calverton facility employed under 4000 who
worked three shifts around the clock. Current employment
has been reduced more than one-half to less than 2000.
The key qusstion t© a continued Grumman presence at
Calverton depends on answers that are not yet possible to
determine. Several hypothetical scenarios howeaver can be
ldentified—anyone of which could allow Grumman’s con-
tinued use of the Calverton property.

One scenario envisages success by Grumman in securing
additional retrofitting or upgrading contracts for the £2C. F-
14 or A6 programs. If any of these programs are extended,
then it would be a reasonable presumption that Grum-
man’s existing employment at Calverton could be stabi-
lized and even enhanced. This would lead to a renewal of
the lease between Grumman and the U.S. Navy. The signifi-
cance of this scenario is that both parties would at the very
least maintaln the status quo.

Another scenario involves Grumman’s participation with
other firms o compete for new development work. For ex-
ample, the Deparment of Defense (DOD) may seek a new
generation fighter, the AX; or Grumman may try to expand
its participation as a subcontractor for other firms.

However, there are at leost three downsides to this sce-
nario. First, the AX, if it happens, may not become a pro-
duction program for ten or twenty years. Therefore it has no
practical impact on decisions affecting Calverton at pre-
sent. Furthermore, even if the AX was a more timety option,
the likelihood of producing or assembling the planes ot
Calverton is extremely remote. Second, dassuming Grum-
man remains in business as an independent firm. is the fact
that Grurnman has existing facilities in other states, If pro-
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duction costs continue to remain excessively high on Long
Island in contrast with other production locations, Grum-
man could follow the path it is already pursuing and move
all new work off Long Island—unless the Navy (Grumman’s
client) insisted that Calverton remdin open. Third, Grumman
was subject to a major takeover attempt several years
ago. and in ifs joint ventures with other and larger finms.
could once again face such a prospect. The firms with the
financial capaocity for a takeover also have production fa-
cliities—if not in fact excess capacity—and could phase
out the Long Island operation entirely.

A sober consideration. of any of these options leads ines-
capably to a non-use scenario. Namely:

«  What is the future of the Calverton Airport if Grumman
leaves?

«  What incentive would the Navy have to maintain the
property without any military purpose being served?
What are the consequencss if the Navy abandons
Calverton?

«  What does these possibilities have on the feasibility of
cregting commercial developrment on the property?

Since neither the Navy nor Grumman has the answers to
these questions, the most that can be assessed in this study
is to examine the conjectures that each of these questions
give rise to.

Grumman Withdrawal

It is logical, redlistic and probable t¢ anticipate that if
Grumman does not receive new Navy contracts, the firm
would have neither the incentive or need or justification to
renew its lease ot Calverton. A case can even be made
that if they receive additional Navy contracts, it might be in
Grumman’s self interest to move the woik to their Florida fa-
cilities, unless the Navy stipulated that the work be done at
Calverton.

This leads directly to the second question. Would the Navy
and/or the DOD and/or the Congress support the continu-
ance of the property in the absence of active use? Peri-
odically. the DOD conducts Base Relocation and Ciosure
Studies. The current study does not include Calverton on



the list. This only means that for the immediate futue the
federol position Is to maintain Calverton.

it is true that the Navy has expressed its support for Calver-
ton because It is a superb military facllity in thot the prop-
erty is well buffered and a restricted airspace over the
Aflantic Ocean south of Long Island provides exclusive air
operations. Therefore. one option the Navy could follow in
the event of a Grumman pullout would be to mothball the
facility pending future need. One re-use could be the relo-
cation of the oviafion and non-aviation development sug-
gested by this report. Some adaptation of building uses
would be required In placing the development proposal
Into acceptable existing buildings and support areas. The
curient acreage is sufficient to accommaodate Scenarlo 3.
No additional taxiways would be necessary. The issue of
sewage treatment would require, af the very least, an up-
grading in capacity and treatment process of the existing
primary treatment STP, Another option would be 10 lease
the airfield to the Air National Guaird it the Guard were no
longer welcome af the Gabreski County Airport. These
questions, issues, options and consequences go to the
heart of the entire feasibility study by opening an array of
additional scenarios.

For example, if Grumman leaves there would then become
available the 900 acres now used by Grumman. Instead of
developing the property north, east and west of the run-
ways, the opportunity would exist to replace the Grumman
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presence with commercial industry. Another possibility
would be to use the property for goif/condominium devel-
opment with cutback runways 1o entice the jet-set to a Hil-
ton-Head type of community. These uses could be feastble
if the Navy continued its control and financial support. It is
more likely, if past practice and policy is any guide, that the
Navy would not accept the role of landlord for such activities.

The consequences of a Navy abandonment infroduces di-
mensions that would have an impact well beyond the
tenceline. Three thousand acres of Navy property outside
the fenceline are very significant Pine Barrens in ¢ CEA and
an SGPA. These acres must be preserved. For forty years the
people of Suffolk were and currently are beneficiaries of
the Navy's contiibution to Suffolk County’'s open space
program. In earlier times whenever a federal agency de-
clared a property to be surplus, it was offered to govern-
mental units at no cost. This policy was changed by
Executive Order (Presidential action) that now requires all
Federal surplus property fo be turned over to the Generdl
Services Administration for auction at market value. The fu-
ture protection of these acres is a policy matter beyond the
immediate scope of this study. but it is raised to provide the
Towns and the County advance notice to be alert in case
of such an eventudlity.

Chapter Eight - CONCLUSIONS, will include a discussion of
the ramifications of the altemnatives and the degrees of
feasibility of each alternative.






CHAPTER SIX
Administration and
Fiscal Issues

61

Introduction

The prime objective of this study is to determine the feasibil-
ity of joint military/commercial usage of Calverton Airport.
Five broad areas of inguity must be examined, analyzed
and synthesized in order to base the final conclusions and
recommendations on more than infuition. guesswork or en-
thusiasm. While it is not essential that all five categories be
in total harmony with one another. the relative success of
implementation is directly and strongly tied to the degree
of harmony that could be achieved.

The five areas are:
1 Economic Feasibifity
2. Environmental Feasibiiity
3. Palitical Feasibility
4. Administrative Feasibility

5. Fiscal Feasibillity

in the course of this study each element has been carried
out as a discrete unit. it must be observed, however, that
there are obvious and inseparable overlaps between the
elements. Every aspect is affected by public policy require-
ments, decisions and consfituencies that effect o political
impact on each element.

Chapter Two demonstrated the potentials and the limita-
tions of cargo operations in conjunction with industriot de-
velopment, It appears that the industrial development is
the engine that would drive the use of the airport. 1ather
than the reverse. The amount of development possible
from a land availability stance is limited, however, by sev-
eral environmental constraints shown in Chapter Three.

Hence. the site design identified in Chapter Five is an amal-
gam of its economic potential modified by environmental
criteria. The feasibifity of promoting freight usage and indus-
trial development is also controlled by policy and political
decisions made in Washington, D.C. by the Navy. DOD,
ond the Congress. Political input from the citizens and



elected officials in Suffolk County is another major factor in
reaching any final outcome. A number of the local issues
are discussed in Chapter Seven.

This chapter is devoted 1o an array of administrative and fis-
cal issues that must be in place if implementation is to oc-
cur. The first pant of the chapter discussed management
opfions that run the gamut from Federal control, New York
State control, Suffolk County and/or municipal conirol to
privatization.

The latterpart of the Chapter discusses the fiscal aspects of
development.

Management Options

FEDERAL CONTROL - The Calverton Airport is owned and
controlled by the U.S. Navy. Throughout its existence, since
1954, the Navy has maintained a lease agreement with the
Grumman Corporation for the exclusive use by Grumman
for the assembly. production, and testing of planes and
equipment primarily destined for Navy procurement. The
construction of infrastructure and tne operational mainfe-
nance costs have been shared by the Navy and Grum-
man. in redality, Grumman’s share of these costs have been
charge-backs to the Navy. in ofher words, the entire cost of
building, operating. and maintaining the Calveron facil-
ity—including the payments in lieu of taxes to the Town of
Riverhead and the school district—~have been borne by the
Federal government.

Under any scenario for joint use, it is presumed thai the
Navy. as owner, would establish the conditions of lease-
holds and operations consistent with the Navy's interests,
This means that under any management scheme, the com-
mercial activities would be subordinate to the Navy's ob-
jectives. Using e experience gained from the
Navy/Grumman leasehold, it is reasonable to expect that
the commercial users would have 1o assume a fair share of
the operational costs, inciuding payments in lieu of taxes. If
is doubtful that the Navy would accept the overall respon-
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sibility of actually managing the day-fo-day operations of
the commercial uses af the airfield. Therefore. some form of
management mechanism would have to be created to
operate and manage the commercial portion of the propery.

STATE OPHONS - Two models exist that are in practice by
the State of New York. One is the creation of an authority.
e.g., the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. The
other is to place responsibility under the New York State De-
partment of Transportation.

The authority mechanism has advantages, once created,
of being an autonomous entity, capable of raising reve-
nues, floating bonds, operating outside of conventional
debt limits, and being closer 1o “business-like operations”.
apart from the usuat political constraints, than any other
form of governmental enfity. It is these very qualities though
that would render any approach towards creating an
authority politically unacceptable in Suffolk County due to
the very issue of the loss of local control. Another factor
mitigating against an authorify is the Navy ownership. The
freedom of action available to an authority could become
in conflict with federal control.

The second mode! avoids these cbjections and is the ad-
ministrative path taken in regard to Republic and Stewart
Airports. These Airports are owned by the New York State
Department of Transportation (DOT) and operated by the
Airport Operations group of the Aviation Department. Air-
port Operations manages both Airports with staff personnel
located in the Department headquarters in Albany, New
York and with line personnel located at both airports.
Through a contractual arrangement, the day-to-day op-
eration of Republic Airport is administered by Lockheed Air
Termindis, Inc. (LAT). An Airpordt Commission of local citizens
serves in an advisory capagcity to the NYSDOT on ail cirport
matters. The organizational chart for this structure is shown
in Figure 6-1.

This approach provides for local participation and also al-
lows for privatization in the day-to-day management of op-
erafions.



Figure 6-1
Republic Airport Organization Chart
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LOCAL OPHONS - The County of Suffolk, in conjunction with
direct or indirect participation by the Towns of Riverhead.
Brookhaven and Southompton could adopt a model simiiar
to the DOT exarmple.

The County operates the Gabreski County Airport in the
Town of Southampton. The Towns of Islip, Brookhaven and
East Hompton Independently operate municipally control-
led qirports. indicating there is a history of experience that
could be drawn from to arive at an administrative mechao-
nism reflecting the political wishes and reglities.

PRIVATIZATION - The Navy also has the option of leasing the
rights and responsibilities for development to a private or-
ganization, as it has with Grumman for the past four dec-
ades. In fact, the Navy does not need this feasibility study
to justify, direct or control fts choices in the use of Calverton
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Airport. In the past. for example, commercial operations
were allowed in the training of pitots for 707 jet airliners.

The Navy also has the option of relinquishing ownership of
the property. This possibility changes all the feasibitity op-
fions by raising the questions of what could be the future
uses of Calverton.

POST NAVY OWNERSHIP The analyses conducted for this
study have dll been predicated on the assumption that
both the Novy and Grumman would continue o operate
at Calverton. Eadier in the project members of the Advisory
Council requested answers to the hypotheticdl situation of
Grumman leaving. It was suggested that the existing pro-
duction facilities could be converted for non-defense in-
dustrial usage and as o result there would be no need to
disturb the property at the north end.

Another suggestion was to use the property for housing and
a goif course, with limited industrial development.

These issues all hinge on the future of Grumman. Grum-
man’s labor force on Long Island is expected to dwindle
below 10,000 this year. Despite the valiant efforts of the
Long Island Congressional delegation to keep Grumman in
aircraft production, this study would be remiss if all eventu-
alities are not considered, regardless of how unpalatable
the consequences may be.

In the event Grumman does not receive new aircraft con-
struction or retrofitting contracts, the conclusion is inescap-
able that Grumman would have no use or justification in
maintaining their presence at Calverfon. One could even
raise the specter of Grumman remaining a Long Island firm.
At one time Long Island—the Cradle of Aviation—boasted
of the Island’s production of the finest Navy and Air Force
fighters. Republic Aircraft Corporation, the producer of the
P-47, one of the finest night fighters in World War I, is no
longer in businegss on Long lsland. Most of the former Repub-
lic property has been fallow for years.

if Grumman terminates its use at Calverton, what then
would be the Navy's inferest in tetaining ownership? One
of the prime factors that leads fo the belief that industrial
and freight operations could be feasible, is that the chal-



lenge is not 10 build a new facility. It is already there. More
to the point, the sunk capital costs are a gift to joint use—so
long as there is joint use.

The fiscal implications are discussed in the concluding por-
tion of the Chapter. However, the implicafions of non-joint
use will be further discussed in the final Chapter Eight -
CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS.

Fiscal Feasibility

Al of the recent studies examined (see the bibliography of-
ter Chapter Eight) have concluded that the creation of a
dedicated all cargo airport is not an immediate need in
the U.S. Efforts such as in North Caroling, or Perot Airport in
Texas. or the Huntsville Alabama Cargo Airport cleadly dem-
onstrate the uphill battle to achieve economic viability.

A positive indication of economic feasibility is for develop-
ment as part of a joint civikan/military use at an existing facil-
ity. The measure of feasibility though raises issues of a
competitive nature. Chapter Five, based in part on the work
contained in Chapters Two and Tnree, identifies the physical
feasibilify of locating industrial development at Calverton. The
test of economic feasibility must go beyond the intemal
benefits of an existing faclity with large capital investments in
place. In order to attiact private development, Calverion
must be fully competitive with-other industiial locations on the
islkand. The cost of doing business at Calverion must be af-
fractive in contrast with other locations. Assuming that the
main competitors are the industrial development areas at the
other airports in Suffolk County. it then becomes important to
look at funding sources to see if development at Calverton
can overcome the advantages of more westerly locations.

Funding Sources

One criteria of feasipility is the amount of capital invest-
ment required, where the funds will come from, and who
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must bear the cost. The major impediment to the creation
of a new airport for cargo and industrial development
(aside from political constraints) is the large amount of up-
front capital. In the case of joint use of existing military
bases, the major capital costs for land, runways, ancillary
needs etc., is already in place.

Assuming the Navy will continue its ownership of Calverton,
the issue of fiscal feasibitity is greatlty enhanced. This is par-
ticularly true in view of a number of financing programs
available from the Federal and State governments de-
signed tfo foster aviation improvements and job creation. The
following discussion identifies several of the major programs.

FEDERAL FUNDING - The Airport and Airway Safety and Co-
pacity Expansion Act of 1987 provides funding based on ¢
priority ranking system for capital improvements such as
runways, taxiways, apron areas, etc.

STATE FUNDING - New York State Dept. of Transporiaiion -
Aviation Funding is available on a shared basis in support of
airport improvements such as runway faxiways, aprons, etc,
The New York State Industrial Access Progiam (IAP) provides
100 percent capital funds for the improvement or construc-
fion of public roads and bridges related to economic de-
velopment.

The program may be used to assist in improving access
which, in furn, can

« increase the productivity and competitiveneass of New
York firms,

- improve the ability of New York's businesses to com-
pete in aworld market,

« support advanced technologies for growth of new busi-
0es5es, Proaducts and processes,

« foster new and small business development,

« aid mincrity and women-ownad business gevelopment
ang

« serve as aspecific progrom to help New York State’s
economically distressed regions and communities.



IAP ossistamce Is provided In the form of o grant/ioon of up
o $1.000.000 for any single project. The AP funding may be
used for design, accuision of property, construction
and/or reconstiuction of existing ond/or newly located
publlc access roads and bridges, curbing, sidewalks, ight-
Ing systems. hrafflc control and safety devices. drainage sys-
tems ond culverts and other highway or bridge related
work. The award Is a 60 percent grant ond 40 percent Infer-
est free loan repayable within flve years of the completion
of the profect. Retali jobs are speciiically exchuded from os-
sistance under the program.,

COUNTY FUNDING - The Suffolk County Industriol Develop-
ment Agency (IDA) Is a public benefit corporation of the
Stale of New York created in 1975, pusuont to Arlicle 18A
of the General Municipal Law. The purpose of the Agency
is to promote economic development In Suffolk County by

assisting in the

....acquinlng, constructing, reconstructing ond equipping of
manufacturing, warehousing, research, civic, commercict
or industricl projects.

In oider to promote economic development the 1IDA s
authorized to issue bofh tax-exempt ond toxable Industriod
development revenue bonds. The Agency [ssues these
bonds for businesses thaot etther wish to locate or expand
their operatlons in Suffolk County. Typlcdl projects eligible
for financing Include the purchase and rehabllitation of ex-
isting buildings, the construction of new buildings, or the
consiruction of additions to existing focllities. Machinery
and equipment may also be financed with IDA bonds.
However, In most cases mochinery ond equipment [s fl-
nanced In conjunclon with the puchase of on existing
buitding or the construction of a new facility.

The IDA octs as a financing condut through which the
honsaction igkes place. Although the Agency Issues the
bonds. it does not actually loan the money directly to a
company Rother a financlal institution loans the funds o
an opplicant. through the IDA. Typicaly a bank or an un-
dorwiiler will purchase the bonds and, in effect. make the
toon. ssentially it is the responsibliity of the company to dis-
cuss wilh lending inslitutions thelr interest in purchaosing the

Agency’'s bonds to finance the project. However, an
Agency representalive can help arrange these discussions
and suggest institutions which might be most receptive. The
lending institution revliews the project and makes the credil
decision as to whether or not to purchase the bonds. In ad-
dition, the company and financiol Institutions negotiate the
terms and conditions of the loon (ifs length. interest rate,
elc.) Independently of the IDA.

The bonds are secured by the financial strength and credit
of the applicant Normally. the loan is secured by a mort-
gage on the foclity financed with the bonds. However, ad-
ditional guarantees and collateral may be required by the
lending Institulion similor to what moy be the cose in a con-
ventional financing. This means that IDA approval of a pro-
Ject does not automatically result In funding being
ovailable. The applicant is responsible tor the repayment of
the bonds. Nelther the Agency, the County, nor the State
guarantee ony such ihdebtedness.

The Suffolk County 1DA Issues both tax-exempt ond taxable
industral development revenue bonds for the acquisition,
construction, ond equipping of manufactuing commercial
and clvic facilities. Tax-exempt bonds are regulated by fed-
eral tax low. The intetest iIncome on fax-exempt bonds Is ex-
empt ftom federal and stote income tax. Interest income
on taxable bonds Is exempt from State income tax only. In
addition to the reduced interest rate on the bonds, an IDA
financed project Is exempt from paying sales tax. morigage
recording tax, and is eligible for property tax aboterments.

There are five bond financing mechaonisms avallable
through the IDA:

1 TAX-EXEMPT BONDS - Manufachuring faciltles can be fi-
nonced with tax-exempt bonds.

2. TAXABLE BONDS - cornmercial non-manufactuting pio-

jects gualify for iaxable bonds. In addition monufocturing

rolects which would not ordinarily qualify for tax-exempt
»onds moy be eligible for toxable bonds.

3. TAX EXEMPT AND TAXABLE BONDS - a combination of tax-
exermnpt and taxable bonds can be issued for projects thal b
ctude both manufachuring and non-manufach sing activities.



4. REFUNDING BONDS - projects which were previously as- TABLE 6-1

sisted with tax-exempt bonds are allowed to repay/efund Funding Eligibility

the outstanding principal amount of the old bonds with

new fax-exempt refunding bonds bearing a lower interest Airpont

rate. This is particularly attractive 1o companies that had FAA NYSDOT Sponsor Tenant

bonds issued in the eary 1980s. when interest rates were AIRPORT

higher than they are now. Refunding allows companies to

remain competitive in Suffolk County by reducing their facil- Property Acquisilions X

ity costs. Easement Acquisitions X

5. CIVIC FACILITY BONDS - the New York State Legislature re-  Aport Access Roads X X x

cently expanded the list of IDA eligible projects to include Tree Removal/Obstructions X X X

civic facilities. A civic facility is defined as any facllity

owned or operated by a not-for-profit comporation organ- Runways X X X

Cenbr Cvic Tocily bond Slow 6 notHor profi Comoraton  12xways (paralle) oo

em VI { - - . .

to ﬁ‘rawonce their grojects at alower cost gon they’zp would Rwy/Taxiway signs X X x

through conventional mortgage financing. Navigational Aids(VASI REILs ILS)  x
PRIVATE FUNDING it is highly speculative fo develop cost | way Lighting X X X
figures for industriat development at Calverton without  Fuel Farm X
knowing in greater detail the specific uses and users that Sewage Treatment Plant
will be attracted to Calverton. This is not a serious impedi-  pisc. Improvements (maint) X
ment though since it is possible to separate funding require-
ments into two broad classes. That would be those costs FBO
related to on and off-site improvements related to access  Apron (Public) X X X
and flight operations; and those costs related to specific Hangars
private industrial development. Auto Parking X
The discussion of federal and Stafe funding sources indi-  1'edown Area X X X
cate the possibility of grant and loan funds to cover most of pRIVATE
the added infrastructure costs at Calverton. Hangars X X
It is also reasonable to assume that the private industries will ~ AProns X X
be responsible for the capital requirements of their individ- Access Roads X X
ual construction projects as they would be whether they lo- Office Buildings X X
cated at Calverton or any other industial park. Table 6-1 Industrial Park X X
summarizes the types of support available by area of re-
sponsibility.



CHAPTER SEVEN

Citizen

Participation
Advisory Council

The passage of two magjor environmental laws by Congress
in 1972 gave impetus to the direct participation of the pub-
lic in planning studies. The Coastal Zone Management Act
of 1972 and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972,
as Amended, contained requirements that any planning
studies undertaken with Federal support must provide for
citizen input lronically, the Federal government itself is not
bound by such requirements. nor does this stipulation nec-
essarily apply to other programs. Nevertheless. the principle
15 correct, Planning is a public process in every sense. It is
carried out by governmental agencies and staff, often sup-
ported by private consuitants retained by government to
develop pians that affect the lives and affairs of the gen-
eral public. Thus, it is most fitting that those affected have
an opportunity to be an active part of the process.

The Long lsland Regional Planning Board (LIRPB) has fol-
lowed such a path since its creation in 1965, All of the
agency’s magjor studies were undertaken with strong out-
reach to the public. In the early days of the Board it soon
became clear that every subject under consideration—in-
cluding so-called motherhood issues—was controversial. [t
did not matter how meritorious the planning decision might
be, there would always be some constituency in opposi-
tion. If the subject was open space preservation, one could
count on conflict with developers and their lawyers, or
those opposed to public spending. If the subject was high-
ways or mass fransit improvement, support would be almost
universal—except where the improvement was to be
made. This was expected since we are a plurdlistic and
democratic society. In most instances the overwhelming ma-
jority supported the Board’s plans ond some good resulied.

There were subjects that would be guaranteed to draw the
ire of o larger segment of the public—no matter how im-
portant the public need. They were muitti-family housing.
particularly for lower income families, and airport plianning.
Each issue was guaranteed to draw local opposition. How-
ever, planning agencies have a responsibility 1o work for ra-
tional and balanced orderly community growth and nof
just seek public approbation by only addressing the more
innocuous or the more popular issues.



Nevertheless. the Board had two commitments to uphold.
The first wouid be to carry out to completion any planning
assignment that legitimately falls within the rubric of com-
prehensive regional planning. The second would be to con-
duct such work in the most open public manner possible.

And so, af the beginning of this study, broad solicitation
was made in the hope of creating a truly representative
group of people 10 work with the staff throughout the
length of the project.

Particular aftention was given to wide dissemination of the
date of the first organizational meeting by means of media
coverage of the impending study. Anyone who called or
wrote 1O the LIRPB and expressed an interest in joining the
study was urged to aftend. Special efforts were made 10 in-
vite those who called or wrofe in strong opposition to the
study, or the expanded use of the cirport, or of the Project
Director himself. They were invited to join the advisory coun-
cilin order to ensure that their voices would be heard.

Governor Cuomo indicated his strong commitment to the
study by designating participants from the Departments of
Transportation, Environmental Conservation, the Urban De-
velopment Corporation and his own Long iskand repre-
sentative.

Copies of the application to the FAA were distributed. The
purpases and scope of the study were discussed and it was
agreed that the working meetings of the council would be
held in Haouppauge, Brookhaven and Riverhead on a rota-
tiondl schedule since more than half the mermbership re-
sided in eastern Suffolk.

The next two general meelings were held in Riverhead and
Brookhaven Town Hall auditoriums and were met with
staged protests organized by the North Fork Environmentdal
Council. They interrupted the meetings but were given an
opportunity to vent their anger. Yet their padicipation did
serve several useful purposes.

First of all. several of the opponents identified the issues in-
volved with airport operations that frightened them. This
gave the study team a much clearer insight of how some
residents viewed the character of their neighborhoods and
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eastern Long Island More to the point, what were objec-
tions to them clearly became issues that must be ad-
dressed by the study.

Second, in their guest to destroy the study process. the
North Fork Environmental Council secured a pro bono ap-
praisal paper from the Boston firm of Gillam and Gander
which stated in very professional and clear language many
of the issues that a comprehensive study shoud address.
The opponents saw this paper (see Appendix D) as a mani-
festo which sustained their position that the joint use of the
airport was totally unjustified. In fact, the paper served as o
checklist against which the study tearn could verify that all
pertinent issues were examined and dealt with.

Third, the notoriety produced by the opponents and ampli-
tied in the media, served to arouse an equally intense
counter-response from other citizens who were just as ar-
dently in favor of the study and the expanded use of the
qirport as those who were opposed.

One of the general meetings was held at the Calverton
property in order to acquaint the members of the Advisory
Council with the current operations and the portions of the
field within the fence perimeter that could be available for
industrial and freight operations.

It scon became clear that the input from the Advisory
Council could be more effective if the work was divided
into four committees which more closely would refiect the
particular interests of each participant.

Four committees were originally proposed, i.6.. economic,
environmental, land use and transportation. The land use
and transportation commiftees were merged into one be-
cause of the overlap of work.

Table 7-1 lists the committees and pariicipants.

The agenda format at each meeting was similar. Any corre-
spondence received and/or answered by the staff was
read to the members. The main portion of each meeting in-
volved a staff presentation of the work under develop-
ment I text material was available it was distributed to the
Advisory Council with the request for responses from the



TABLE 7-1
Calverton Advisory Council

Economic Subcommittee Land Use/Transportation Subcommittee

Justine Alechus Rupert Hopkins Jane Alcorn Emily Karlovits
Sid Bail Patricia Howley Justine Alechus Connie Kepert
George Beatty, Jr. Connie Kepert Sid Bail Carol Mishkin
Lorrin Bird Steven Kenny Jake Bussolini Johanna Northam
Jake Bussolini Andrew Malone Hon. Michael Caracciolo John Ofrias
Hon. Michael Caracciolo Tom McAteer, Jr. Judith Collins John Pereira
Gordon Danby Carol Mishkin Gordon Oanby George Proios
Lester H. Davis Andrew Nowoiny Lester H. Davis Anthony Rubano
Doug LiLillo John Ofrias Doug Ditillo Joseph Siladi
Joseph Gergela. il Mitchell Pally George Dickerson James Stark
Harriet Gilflarm George Proios Joseph Gergela. il Joan Stewart
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members. The majority of responses came from those op-
posed fo the expanded use of the dirfield who scrutinized
every aspect of the work. This scrufiny was extremely valu-
able in that it brought into sharp focus the need to exam-
ine every.assumption and statement of fact. The questions
also led 10 the broadening of the list of alternative uses that
should be evaluated (See Chapter 5).

Some issues were raised as questions. Some issues were
raised as charges. In both forms they represented issues of
legitimate concern that had o be addressed. B was also
clear to the staff that some charges represented strategies
designed 1o defeat the study thal were not of legitimate
concern and were based on either misunderstanding, mis-
representations, or outright fabrications. In either situation,
none of the charges or Claims were dismissed out-of-hand.

The following list summarizes the ten broad issue areas.

1. The noise generated would destroy the quality of life all
the way 10 the Monfauk lighthouse.

2. The residerts of Wading River would have o move
hecawse of aircraft noise.

3. The joint use of the airfield would irreparably alter and
diminish the quality of life in eastern Long Island.

4. Pilots jettison fuel which would poison the agricutiurdl soils
of Long Island.

5. The use of the property would pollute the groundwater
system.

6. The study was totally biased because the project
director is a handmaiden for the developers.

7 The study of a fieight facility is merety a subterfuge for
building New York's fourth mqjor passenger airport.

8. The survey of freight operators was flowed, either deliber-
ately or through incompetence.

9. The study should not even have commenced since a
report of the FAA itself said cargo airpors do not work.

10. Expanded activities would create unacceptable traffic
impacts.
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Issue 1. The noise generated would destroy the quality of life
a]l the way to the Montauk lighthouse. The concern that joint
use of Calverton would entail the stacking of flights whose
circular holding patierns would embrace all of eastern
Suffolk County and thereby create unwelcome noise all the
way to Montauk is predicated on the assumption that op-
erations at Calverton would be similar to Kennedy or other
internationat passenger airports. This is simply not the case.
For a fuller discussion, see Issue 7.

Throughout the four decade history of military fights at Cal-
verton, the takeoffs and landings have been over water
with nO noise impact on the Hamptons. If Grumman contin-
ues military aircraft production and testing at Calverton.
the same flight practices will continue.

The use of a portion of Calverton for civilian industrial and
researcht jobs will not generate significant air operations.
Therefore, holding pattern operations will not be required.

Issue 2: The residents of Wading River would have to move
because of aircraft noise. The residents of Wading River ond
the scattered residences within four miles of the runways do
have a legitimate concern. Examination of the noise pio-
files of the F-14 do indicate an impact on these homes.
However, the noise profiles for civilian cargo aircraft would
represent an improved not a worse situation. A second
concern is the frequency of flights. Here again, the com-
bined military/civilian activities would be less than when
Grumman was af its peak of production. Nevertheless, ad-
ditional safeguards can be built into any cargo flights.
These could and should include a prohibition on night
flights after 11:00 p.m. and before 6:00 a.m.; diversionary
takeoff patterns 16 avoid flights over homes; and sound
proofing if the surrounding towns continue to allow home
construction near the airport.

Issue 3: The joint use of the airfield would irreparably alter
and diminish the quality of life in eastern Long Island. One of
the issues raised by both opponents of the Calverton Air-
port Feasibility Study in particular, and other thoughtful citi-
zens who are not necessarily opposed 10 the concept but
nevertheless have concern for their perception of the good



life. requires that this issue be given very careful scrutiny
and analysis.

Despite the fact that Calverton Airport has been part and
porcel of the East End scene for almost half a century, and
has not negatively impacted upon the quality of life, there
are fears that unknown developments that might occur if
joint commercial/military use were to take place, could so
accelerate development as to change the character of
the East End.

This is a legitimate concem and the study does address this
issue in great detail. In order to establish a point of refer-
ence, it is worthwhile 10 take present stock of what the East
End is in ferms of its land use, its economy. and its environ-
ment. It is also essential to separate the real East End from
the imagined or mythical East End. To a certain extent, the
romanticized version of the East End is somewhat analo-
gous to Jerusalem “the Heavenly City” or Rome “the Eter-
nal City.” Perhaps In one sense there are two communities.
In the case of lerusalem, the pious truly see a "Heavenly
City". To the more pragmatic observer, the city may ap-
pear like all cities, congested. noisy. deteriorating in some
areas. as well as being attractive in others. and mysterious
and diverse.

Thus. in these terms there can diso be claimed the pres-
ence of two East Ends. One being the historical image of a
set of rural communities in a bucolic setting, surrounded by
almost boundiess natural resources of great beauty con-
tained in its lakes, bays, ocean frontage, farms, terrain, and
a mixture of historic and modern unique architectural stytes
characteristic of the East End. Part of this mental image is
that the economy of the East End is predominantly agricul-
tural and tourist in nature. and that the various communi-
ties, some of which are more than three centuries old.
confinue to be rural enclaves as contrasted with the subur-
banization and urbanization of western Suffolk County and
Nassau County.

A more objective view affords a slightly different picture.
For example, let us look more accurately at the employ-
ment paitern, which is a better definer of the East &nd
economy than top-of-the-head assumptions.

At the present time, the total labor force is estirnated at ap-
proximately 51,000 persons, whose jobs fall under four
broad groupings. Agriculture has approximately 2300 em-
ployees. which constitutes less than 5 percent of the total
labor force. More to the point. even though Suffolk County
continues to be the leading agricuttural county of all coun-
ties in the State of New York, ifs gross total product is less
than $150 million. A second segment of employment-con-
sists of professional, professional specialists and administro-
five support workers. This group includes the entire white
collar personne! found in medicine, low, government, edu-
cation, and the clerical and support personnel necessary
1o these fields of endeavor. In the aggregate they total
slightly more than 21.000 workers, or almost 45 percent of
the total. If we then examine the blue collar and blue uni-
form workers who are engaged as operators, fabricators,
laborers and protective services, we find another 5800 jobs,
or 12 percent of the total. The last category, of sales and
service workers, amounts to slightly more than 11,000 or 22.5
percent. The actual tourist direct dollar input attributed to
hotels and motels. etc. is approximately $150 miilion.

Therefore, if we look at agriculture and tourism, we discover
that instead of these two activilies constituting the econ-
omy of eastern Long Island, we arrive at an entirely differ-
ent picture. If we assume all the sales jobs and all the
service workers can be athibuted to the tourist industry,
which obviously would be an exaggerafion, we would
have to conclude that only about one-quarter of the total
labor force relates to these two activifies.

Historically the claims made on behalf of tourism, which
certainty had a validity at one point in time. included items
such as secondary housing, which were created in re-
sponse to the second home desires of New Yorkers and off-
Long Island people, who viewed the East End as their
vacation mecca. That pattern, however, is changing. The
nature of housing that has been build in the last decade or
more has been constructed as year-round buildings and
not the typical summertime vacation structuses that one
could find on Fire lsland and other areas that are clearly
vacation in nature. As the population ages, as more peo-
ple take early retirement,- as improved fransportation



makes access to job centers in western Suffolk more ac-
ceptable, we will find more and more seasonal occupants
becoming yearround occupants. In fact. this frend has
been active for a number of years. This means that the East
Eng is suburbanizing no less than communities to the west
Shelfer Island. Suffolk’s most isolated town in the middle of
the Flanders/Peconic Bay. only reachable by ferry, has
been virtually built out. at an average density of one-half
acre and one-acre zoning. The Village of Greenport has a
residential zoning density as high as the Village of Babyton
in western Suffolk County. The Town of Riverhead, whose
maximum zoning is one acre residential, with a strong seg-
ment of its housing stock on small tots, has a higher density
than communities in Oyster Bay in Nassau County. Evenin a
strongly agriculturat tfown such as Southold, the residential
enclaves such as Nassau Point have been largely built af
one-half acre densities. All six of the hamiets in the Town of
Southold have residential areas with houses on lots as smalll
as 40 x 100. Thus, the redlity is that there are many areas
throughout easfern Long Island that are already subuwban
in nature.

This portrayal is not meant to suggest that tourism and agri-
culfure should not continue to be supported, protected,
ang hopefully enhanced. The major benefit of agriculiure
to the quality of life on the East End is that these activities
do provide vast expanses of open space that if protecied,
will not be cut up into subdivisions of “ticky-tacky houses on
the hillside.” The agricultural industry also represenis a way
of life, which in large measure is the quality of life of the East
£nd. One should not lose sight of the fact that agriculture
on Long Island has had a three century continuous history
of quality production. No other area of the United States,
with the exception of some of the farms left in Massachu-
setts and Connecticut, can make such a claim. in fact. the
first catfle ranch in the United States was created in Suffolk
County in the 1600s. Therefore. if agriculture is lost. it will un-
doubtedly be supplanted with suburban development and
the eastern communities will not be able to be differenti-
ated from Smithtown or Huntington, except that there
would not be an adeguate job base to support the serv-
ices neceassary 1o maintain a quality of life.
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The direction, therefore, is to plan for rational, orderly. bal-
anced growth which would accentuate the features to be
retained while not losing the amenities that are associated
with the East End. Can this be done? It con and must be
done.

From an economic point of view. Long Istand has sustained
the worst recession since World War |- over the past three
years. At the present time. the unemployment rate for
Suffolk County in total hovers around 8 percent. For the East
End it is almost 20 percent higher-of the 51.000 potential
persons in the labor force. more than 6,000 are curently un-
employed. Home foreclosures. which are a harbinger of
hard economic times. have increased in Suffolkk County
four-fold as a result of the recession. This brings us to the nub
of the issue. What type of planning should occur to achieve
the mutually beneficial objectives of preserving the quality
of life, enhancing the East End’s economic status, reducing
the unemployment pattern, and protecting the environ-
ment at the same time?

The Towns of Southampton and East Hampton. which enjoy
the largest segment of reasonably wealthy primary and
secondary home owners, have done a relatively good job
in maintaining density control by the institution of three, four
and five acre zoning. If they were to take more aggressive
inferests in mandatory clustering and fransfer of develop-
ment rights. they would achieve reasonable giowth, while
at the same time maximizing the permanent protection of
large areas of open space. The future of Shelter Island is
pretty much what you see is what you are going to see. The
acquisition of the Gerard Estate by Nature Conservancy.
means that one-third of the entire land mass of Shelter
Island is being permanently preserved. The Town of
Southold, which has become, at least visually, the major
agricultural town of the East End with its lovely vineyards, or-
chards, nurseries and vegetable farms, has done a reason-
able job in instifuting two-acre zoning, but obviously if this
land use pattern is fo be preserved more stringent steps
have 1o be taken o maximize the praservation of the re-
maining agricultural lands. Riverhead, perhaps the most ur-
ban of the eastern five towns, has the most to do. The
one-qcre zoning is a guarantee that Riverhead will be no



different whatsoever in land use character than Nassau or
western Suffolk towns that ironically in some cases have
more restrictive zoning than Riverhead.

it is also important to note the relationship and impact of
Calverton Airport on the Town of Riverhead since the ASA is
totally within the boundaries of the Town. The Grumman
Corporation currently pays in excess of one million dollars to
the municipdality in lieu of property taxes. If the property is
used for joint military/commercial uses, the town would be
the beneficiary for addifional tax payments, Conversely, if
Grumman terminates its activilies the Town will have 10 ad-
just its expenditures and/or raise taxes. Commercial use of
the Calverton property would also mean employment pos-
sibilities for Riverhead residents. The downside to these ar-
gumenis is that the economic advantages have to be
weighed against the quality of life issues raised by residents
near the airport who would feel more secure if aircraft op-
erations were eliminated.

Where do we go from here? There is only one way that the
farms of Suffotk County can be preserved in perpetuity—
and that is by removing the development potential from
these lands. The Suffolk County Farmlands Preservation Pro-
gram, utilizing the purchase of development rights, is one
direct solution. The Towns of Southampton, East Hompton
and Southold have supported the County’s effort by insti-
tuting similar programs through local referenda.

At the present time less than 10,000 acres are permanently
preserved. If the above discussed objectives are to be met,
a critical mass in permanent protection of at least 30.000
acres must be achieved. That means the existing program
is only one-third of the way towards success. Every other
planning tool must be used since government obvicusly will
not have fotally adequate funds to do the entire job. River-
head should ptace all its agricuitural lands immediately into
at least a two-acre zone. Southold did this and the agricul-
tural community did not suffer. These lands should be ac-
tively subjected to mandatory clustering and clso to the
transfer of development rights (TAR) so that anywhere from
50-80 percent of the lands could be permanently pro-
tected in the event development is to occur.

And now, the crux of the debate. The Long Isiand Regional
Planning Board is conducting a feasibility study of the joint
use of Calverton Airport for the prime purpose not of de-
stroying the East End, but of stabilizing and protecting the
East End. This facility in its heyday employed over 3000
workers, mainly from the East End. The airfield is buffered by
already protected lands, which assure that the generd
land use compatibility will continue even if the field is par-
tially developed for industricl and freight activities. Since
the transportation network is generally sufficient relative to
the needs of development at the airport, and since devel-
opment would cccur on the field in areas that are not envi-
ronmentally sensitive, and since there is a potential to
create 10,000 to 15000 jobs at full development, which
could reduce the unemployment pattern in the East End,
and at the same time provide additional tax revenues for
the Town of Riverhead, one has to honestly ask how the
qguality of life for the East End is being negatively impacted
upon. When Grumman was at its heyday, the daily testing
of non-noise attenuated high performance military aircraft
did not ruin the East End. The far more limited freight opera-
tions related to industrial freight operations must cerfainly
have a far less impact. If one considers that the Type 3 en-
gines now being utilized are far more quiet than the earlier
Type 2 engines and if one eliminates the myth that pilots
discharge fuel which will pollute the atmosphere, the water
and the farms of eastern Suffolk County, it becomes clear
that the real problems of quality of life for the East End do
not revolve around the issue of Calverton but inescapably
relate 10 the zoning and subdivision decisions made on a
daily basis by each of the eastern towns. Itis the local Town
Boards in their daily actions that have the power to deter-
mine what the future of the eastern communities wilt be.

Issue 4: Pilots jettison fuel which would poison the agricul-
tural soils of Long Island. The representative from the North
Fork Environmental Council has raised the charge that pi-
lots dump or jettison fuel and therefore the use oif Calverton
for commercial operations would contribute to the con-
tamination of the agricultural lands of Suffolk County A re-
sponse from the FAA on this question is guoted directly from
their letter.



-..Specifically, the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA)
policy on fuel dumping is that it is only done on an emer-
gency basis. Aircraft only use this provision when the flight is
in danger, and often only on aircraft that have higher land-
ing weights than operation manuals presciibe (typically in-
ternational, or intercontinental flights shortly after takeoff).
Because of the high cost of avidation fuel. and also due to
the dangers, fual dumping is often a last resort efforf to
lower the weight of the qircraft 10 enable it to land safely.

The FAA has specific procedures for this procedure outlined
in the Airman’s Information Manual. Simply stated, the pilot
notifies Air Traffic Controf that an emergency exists and fuel
durnping is required. The controller then iries 1o climb the
airciaft away from land over the ocean, if possible, and up
to an dfitude high enough for fuel to dissipate into the at-
mosphere. Other aircraft are then advised of the fuel
dumping, and asked to remain at least 2,000 feet away
from the aircraft dumping fuet.

in the event that an aircraft cannot accommodate a
climb while dumping fuel, the FAA Eastern Region has insti-
tuted a policy that requires the Air Traffic Division’s Environ-
mental Protection Specialist 10 be notified immediately. This
staff member has extensive experience in the environ-
mental protection field and is responsible for notifying the
appiopiiate agencies. including the Coast Guard’s Na-
tional Response Center, and the Environmental Protection
Agency. who are tasked to respond to emergency chemi-
cal spills. 43

In addition, Mr. David L. Mudd of the North Fork Wine Serv-
ices, a former airline pilot, also responded in a letter of Au-
gust 21, 1992 stating:

..The dumping of fuel in the airis an emergency. if the
Captdin decides to land over weight, he takes a chance
of Janding much faster than normal or he can dump fuel so
his londin% speed and rolt will be shorter. Dumping of fuel s of a
speed of 180 fo 200 knots plus. ond at that speed and altitude,
the fuelis atomized in the air before touching the ground.

Another member of the Advisory Council, Captain G. J
Dickerson. a retired American Airlines pilot also responded:

.Ihave also heard Sherry Johnson state that it is nomal
procedure for intferndational jet flights arriving from Europe
to durnp fuel on your homes and farmitands before landing.
| flew international flights, and that statement is absolutely ri-
diculous.
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I've only dumped fuel once in my flying career and that's
when 1 ook off fiom San Francisco and the landing gear
would not retract. | was overweight for landing and flew far
out over the Pacific and dumped at a bigh enough aiti-
tude s0 the fuel vaporized before reaching the surface.

I've been on several committees and unfortunately find
that if people don’t research and investigate the subject
thoroughly o want to mistead the public they will resort to
PERF-TAC. That stands for panic, emaotional, hysterna and
fear tactics. it beats jogic every time unless otherss are will-
ing Yo participate.

P.S. Show me a captain who dumps thousands of dollars of
fuel overboard, unless in an emergency, and 'l show you a
pitot without a job.

Issue 5: The use of the property would pollute the groundwa-
ter system. H is accurate to state that the past practices of
the Calverton facility were not in the best interests of pro-
tecting the groundwater. Two locations on the site may. in
fact, be close to superfund designation. it is also accurate
to state that if the Calverton facility were to be built today.
and not in 1952, it probably could not have met current
SEQRA requirements. The entire property within  the
fenceline is in one of Long Island’s Special Groundwater
Protection Areas (SGPA) and as such is also a State desig-
nated Critical Environmental Area (CEA). Therein lies a le-
gitimate conflict. If the field were not there, it would not
receive approval to be built. However, the field is there and
it pre-dated all current environmental laws.

This means that if any expanded use is to occur, it must be
subject to the most stringent environmental review with
adequate safeguards to ensure no additional groundwater
contamination could occur.

Issue &: The study was totally biased because the project di-
rector is a handmaiden for the developers. The best test of
whether or not the study is biased is to read the document
and then draw one’s own conclusions. [f must be observed
that the real question is not the intuition. predilection, or
even the thinking of the prgject director, but does the study
demonstrate a feasibility of joint use? Since the study was
conducted in the full view of an acfive Advisory Council,
and widely covered in the media, the key question is do



the people of Suffolk County have enough information to
form their own opinion on the subject?

Issue 7: The study of a freight facility is merely a subterfuge
for building New York’s fourth major passenger airport. This is-
sue lies most closely to the heart of the debate. The greal-
est fear and concern expressed by the opponents to the
study is that joint use today will inexorably lead to massive
passenger operations fomorrow. All other nine issues ie-
volve around this core concern. While some citizens would
opt to close down Calverton and plough up the runways,
most of those who were in communication with the staff in-
dicated that they can live with what exists, they can even
live with limited commercial activities. They cannot abide
the concept of a Kennedy-type operation. Perhaps the fol-
lowing observations will Claiify the position taken in this study.

A good beginning would be to define the terms fransfer air-
port. wayport, or Remote Transfer Airport.

In the first instance, all of these terms relate primarity and
predominantly to passenger operations. The terms are also
interchangeable and to quote from Special Report 226,
published by the Transportation Research Board in 1990, en-
titted Airport System Capacity-Strategic Choices:

...one way to relieve the burden on congested airports
would be to separate transfer from origin-destination traffic
by providing facilities devoted exchusively to serving the
transfer function.

This concept. known variously s wayports, remote transfer
airports, or super-hubs, has received considerable attention
in recent months. It has proven controversial, in part be-
cause of confusing terminology and in part because of a
lack of common gefinition of how such an airport would op-
erate. In essence, the concept of dedicated transfer air-
ports envisages large facilities, located at some distance
from major metiopolitan areas. that would serve os nodes
for long-distance air travel routes.

The report goes on to indicate a list of factors and concerns
of why this concept has not proven feasible thus far

from the beginning of the Calverton feasibility study. the
point was stressed numerous times that although the appli-
cation to the FAA listed wayporis as one of the several al-
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ternatives thot would be examined, it was already clear
that the Long Island Regionat Planning Board could not
support passenger operations. During the course of the
study. the evidence has become overwhelming. For example,

...a large modern airport may require 20.000 acres of land
for tunways, and other aeronauticadl facilities. terminat builg-
ing complexes, and landside roads and parking. To this
must be odded additional acreage for surounding noise
buffer zone 44

The total available land for airport development at Calver-
ton is less than 3000 acres. When ail factors are considered
there is less than 1000 acres available for development be-
yond Grumman’s usage: In addition, the airfield has one
predominant (wind pattern related) 10,000 foot runway. To
accommodate civilian/miiitary usage for passenger opera-
tions would require multiple runways. There is no physical
possibility of building additional runways.

More to the point, the interest in the possible use of Calver-
ton for cargo operations is for job and tax base generation.
Wayports, even if feasible (which is not the case) do not
achieve that objective.

It must be understood that the Calverton jetport was built
to accommodate Grumman. The flight operations are sec-
ondary 1o the production activities. In similar fashion, civil-
ion job credgtion is the prime objeciive. Aircraft operations
to serve that function means that very limited flight opera-
tions can be the case and still prove feasiple,

Issue 8: The survey of freight operators was flawed, either de-
liberately or through incompetence. This issue is discussed in
Part 4 of Chapter 2. The key point is that the written ques-
fionnaire resulted in the same findings as the verbal inter-
view survey The purpose of both surveys was to determine
if freight forwarders would have any interest in a Caolverton
location. if s0. that activity would be one of several com-
mercial activities that could occur. The overall feasibility of
commercial usage envisages a number of possible activi-
ties and s discussed in Chapter 5. .

Issue 9: The study should not even have commenced since a re-
port of the FAA itself said cargo airports do not work. The FAA
report cited is entifled A Feasibility Study of Regional Air-



Cargo Aiports, Washington, D.C., August 1991, It does not
categoiicaily state that cargo airports do not work. It does
state:

...The question remains whether an air cargo airpost could
succeed if it were developed for other reasons besides re-
lieving congestion, such ¢s 10 encourage land develop-
ment or stimulate economic growth. There is no promisin?
model at this time. Substantial efforts 10 develop Stewart In-
ternational Airport in Newburg, New York, and Huntsville In-
ternational Airport in Huntsvilie. Alabama, have not yet
attracted a large part of the air cargo market The only
clearly successful recent exampies are the sorting facilities
of smalkpackage. express-delivery services, such as Fed-
eral Express in Memphis, Tennessee, United Parcel Service in
Louisville, Kentucky, and Airborne Express in Wimington, Ohio.

The staff agrees that to build a new airport solely for use as
a freight or cargo airport is risky if not economically unfeasi-
ble. The proposal under consideration at Calverton is not to
build a new airport. Calverton Airport exists. This means that
the cost of developing the airfield has already been borne
by the United States Navy- Thus, the reat test of feasibility is
not o be measured in sunk capitatl costs. but in terms of at-
tractiveness to industrial users who would only have to bear
the costs of their own operations and not the costs of iand
purchase. runway construction, etc,

It is also important to note that the motivation to evaluate
the potential for joint use is not to use Calverton in order 10
relieve the Port Authority qirports. The prime interest is 10 ex-
amine whether or not joint industiial usage would be of
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economic benefit to Suffolk County. Therefore. the level of
air traffic can be moderate and still prove 1o be feasible,

issue 10: Expanded activities would create unacceptable traf-
fic impacts. The level of usage possible ar Calverton when
fully developed would require modest road improvements
as shown in Chapter 4. The point to keep in ming is that
ithese improvements to the highway system con easily be
justified as a result of existing and anticipated growth in
eastern Suffolk County. Again the debate hinges on the op-
position to passenger operations. The traffic generated by
passenger fraffic would necessitate major highway expansion
that could affect the nature ard character of the surounding
areq.

In the review of the draft of the first seven chapters of the
study that was submitted to the entire Council, three de-
tailed letters were submitted that deserve detailed re-
sponses. These responses covered lissues that other
members raised on specific issues of concern to them. They
also serve as an indication of how seriously the members
took their participation in the study, and therefore how in-
valuable their service was. Even though there may be
some repetition with material already stated in the report
their contributions were foo important to be answered in
correspondence. Therefore the balance of this chapter
contains a point-by-point listing of their review accompa-
nied with the staff commentary.



Caiverton as an air cargo facility with the land uses
that surround it.

Comments from Ms. Connie Kepet,
President of the Longwood Alliance and

President of Affiliated Brookhaven Civic Organizations

RESPONSE:- True! The LIRPB has been recommending a mini-
mum 2 acre residential zoning for agricultural lands for
years. Aside from airport issues, the preservation of
Suffolk County’s dwindling farmlands is a current crisis
that can negatively impact on the “rural” quality of life
ambience if these farms are developed.

Dr. Koppelman:

As a result of reviewing chapters 4, 5, 6, & 7 the foliowing
questions arose:

1. In Chapter 4. Land Use and Transportation, it is stated

on p. 6 that over 3000 acres of farmland remain zoned
for industrial use outside of the Calverton facility in the
Town of Riverhead. The concentration of over 4 MSF of
industrial development within the Calverton facility is, in
our view of questionable benefit to the region as @
whole. We again, briefly underscore the loss of de-
mand that this concentration of industrial development
will instigate in other areas. When this development is
coupted with the possibility of industrial sprawl outside
the fence it should be considered a maijor land use de-
teirent to the development of Calverton as an indus-
frial hub. We would, therefore, ke the LI Regional
Pianning Board to ciearly state that the 3000 acres of in-
dustrially zoned land outside the fence, represents a de-
terrent to the development of Calverton as an industrial hub.

RESPONSE:- The LIRPB thoroughly agrees with your assump-

tion and recommendation. The Town of Riverheads’
3000 acre industrially zoned land is a deterrent and
would be superfiuous. If Calverton is to be used for high-
tech industrial development the Town should consider
agricuiture, housing and limited commercial uses for
that land east of Calverton.

. Closely related to our concern in question #1 is the con-
tinuation of 1 acre zoning on surounding farmland in
the Town of Riverhead. As has been pointed out within
this study, a fremendous plus for Calverton as a Cargo
port is the amount of open space which surrounds if. If
some of this open space is in jeopardy of someday be-
ing developed it reduces the future compatibility of
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3. It should be clearly stated that the largest job gener-

ator at the facility is estimated to be. industrial in na-
ture. and not aviational. We understand the potential
benefit of 1 cargo flight a day to certain industries, how-
ever, this benefit must be weighed against the cost of
increased distance to major arteries such as the Long
Island Expressway. further, the development of Calver-
ton as an industrial hub requires the investiment of pub-
lic funds to improve access, on state, county and local
roadways, and its development will increase traffic and
congestion on these rcadways in the areas where traf-
fic mitigation measures are not being considered. Thus.
we strongly feel that the development of industrial hubs
should be located near major arteries such as NYS 495,
rather than be planned around the marginal potential
of a cargo port.

RESPONSE:- Your point is well faken and in fact the original

Long Istand Comprehensive Development Plan re-
leased in 1972 made the identical recommendation in
identifying “Corridors, Clusters and Centers”. However,
the plan also identified the New York State Republic Air-
port, the Town of Islip’s MacArthur Airport, and the U.S.
Navy/Grumman Calverton Airport as part of the overall
industrial development locations for Suffolk County.

. On p. 7 itis stated that DPW recommends widening CR

46 from 2 to 3 lanes in each direction from NYS 495 to
Longwood Road. This recommendation we assume is in
response largely to the North Shore Properties Proposal.
You then state that, “Even this capacity increase, how-
ever, would result in a level of service E for the road.”



Please specify what this level of service means. Finally.
it is stated that if Calverton is developed this six-lane
cross section would have 10 be extended to NYS 26.
We would like to know how much this six-dane extension
from Longwood Rd. o NYS 25 will cost?

RESPONSE:- The concept of “levels of service” is defined as

a qualitative measure describing operational condi-
tions within a fraffic stream in ferms of such factors as
speed, fravel time. traffic interruptions, comfort and
safety. An “E” level of service represents operating con-
ditions at or near the capacity level. All speeds are re-
duced to a low. but relatively uniform vaiue.
Operations at this fevel are usually unstable, because
small increases in flow or minor pertubations within the
traffic strearm will cause breakdowns.

The cost is unknown at this time since no design or engi-
neering studies have been undertaken.

. In Table 4-3 on p. 20 you list the potential a.m. peak
hour traffic on NYS 25 from CR 46. The Alliance would
like to know the impact on NYS 25 from CR 21,

RESPONSE - It is estimated that the peak hour fraffic on NYS

25 between William Floyd Parkway (CR 46) and Rocky
Point Road (CR 21) will be 200 vehicles per hour, which
can be handled by the existing capacity.

6. InTable 4-4 you list Capacity improvements needed.

Please provide us with an estimation of what these im-
provements will cost.

RESPONSE:- A rough estimate of the cost figures on the ca-

pacity improvement work cited in Table 4-04 is in the
range of $135 million, pending more detailed engineer-
ing estimates. ’

7 Chapter 5, Site Considerations. Considering the environ-

mental sensitivity of the proposed site we would like to
see the LI Regional Planning Board recommend prohi-
bitions of certain industiies which represent a threat to
groundwater quality.
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RESPONSE:- Relative fo the site design, the LIRPS has faken

precautions to avoid the identified environmental ar-
eas. Since this is an aviation facility located in a sensi-
tive environmental setting the approach to any
aviation-related development requires special review
to prevent further degredation of groundwater quality.
As o the industrial parks and their potential clientel. the
Town of Riverhead zoning ordinonce in concert with
the requirements for environmental review should ad-
dress the initial assessment of a potential tenant. The
recommendation of prohibitions by LIRPB in the Calver-
ton Feasibility Study would be redundant. These prohibi-
tions and their protections for groundwater quality are
part and parcel of the work done by this agency within
the 208 Study. the SGPA Study and other studies. Any in-
dustrial development at Calverton would be subject to
SEQRA, SPEDES and Article 7 of the Suffolk County Sani-
tary Code.

. Onp. 21 you state that In the event of the departure of

Grumman and the U.S. Navy the 2,987 acres around
the fence should be protected from development. |
have enclosed a lefter from Congressman Hockbrueck-
ner in which he states that he has gotten approval for
legislation which blocks the development of 3,234
acres of pine barrens surrounding the Grumman facil-
ity. | assume this means that, the land you refer 1o is cur-
rently protected. | would appreciate your comments
on this.

RESPONSE:- Thanks to the stalwart efforts of Congressman

Hockbrueckner the U.S. Navy lands outside the fence
line are protected.

9. In Chapter 6 p. 1 you state, "It appears that the indus-

frial development is the engine that would drive the
use of the airport, rather than the reverse.” We must
stress that although we agree that because of the
large amount of preserved open space in the area.
and the pre-existence of an airport, a modest avia-
fional facility, particularly an Aviation Maintenance Fa-
cility is warranted, and probably would be



economically beneficial. However, siting a major indus-

trial hub within an SGPA, in a highly environmentally sen-

sifive area, away from major rocadway arteries is not
wairanted. We are sure that the LI Regional Pianning
Board can come up with more appropiiate sites for a
major industrial hub. Particularly in light of the fact thot
the existence of the qirport will not “drive” industrial de-
velopment,

RESPONSE:- The LIRPB in fact did locate a major industrial

10.

hub potential in the Longwood Alliance Community
outside of the water sensitive areas in response to the
need 1o relocate the proposed Grucci Fireworks Com-
pany from the midst of the Pine Barrens and to enable
the Town of Brookhaven 10 rezone the then extant va-
cant industrially zoned paicels within The Special
Groundwater Protection Area. We therefore are in ac-
cord o that extent. You also ogree that since the Air-
port is in existence some modest nonmilifary use is
waranted. The disagreement seems to hinge on the
concern that Calverton may receive developrnent at
the expense of other industrial arecs. Since the other ar-
eas are closer to existing development one could ar-
gue that Calverton would pose little threat in view of
e past history of growth occurring in o west-to-east
pattern.

Onp. 2. & 3 you state that the cost of operation and
maintenance of the Calverton facility including pay-
ments In ieu of taxes have besn born by the Federal
Government because Grumman has “charged back”
these costs to the Navy. Will the proposed industriol
uses also be able to transfer these costs of doing busi-
ness to Federal Toxpayers?

RESPONSE:- The answer is yes and no. Grumman'’s ex-

penses are part of the process of in effect working for
the U.S. Navy. Private companies would have to pay
for their buildings. equipment. etc. Therefore the an-
swer is no. However, to the extent that private compa-
nies receive tax credits for job creation or benefit from
small business loans or industiial Development Agency
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11,

bonding: or benefit from road improvements or airport
improvements supported by the FAA, then the answer
would be yes.

Onp. 8 itis stated that if Calverton is 10 be competitive
with locations to the west it becomes important to look
at funding sources. You then go on to list Federal, State,
and County funding sources which might provide Cal-
verton with a competitive advantage over other loca-
fions in the region. The L.I. Regional Planning Board is |
am sure interested in the positive economic develop-
ment of the region as a whole. Why then is it advanta-
geous to boost one site over another?

RESPONSE:- The LIRPB is not boosting one site over another.

12.

All the economic development programs apply to all
sites. We agree with our implied conclusion that there is
no advantage to promote one area to the detriment
of others. In regard 1o this curent study, the URPB is not
boosting Calverton over other locations. The LIRPB is
evaluafing Calverion to determine if it is feasible for
jolnt military/civilian activities. The promotion of the site
Is a totally separate issue..

Onp. 121t is stated that IDA financed projects are ex-
empt from paying sales, and mortgage recording taxes
and are eligible for property tax abatements. In light of
this, what level of taxes will in fact be generated by the
proposed developmeni? Will the proposed uses be
asked to waive their right 1o file for tax abatements?

RESPONSE - Property tax abatements are under the control

13.

of the local school district. The LIRPB is not recommend-
ing tax abatements. The Town of Riverhead in general
and the school distict in particular needs ali the sup-
port it can receive.

We find it inappropriate that the only chapter which re-
flects citizen input begins by describing cifizen involve-
ment as: 1. Self-serving s in the case of developers. 2.
Nimbyismn, as in the case of siting fransit improvements,
or 3. Ridiculous, as in the case of the “curb your dog



story”. We suggest that this entire section be stricken
from chaipter 7. | have enclosed for your review an arti-
cle | wrote for the Civic Sentinel concerning Nimbyism
and the greater good. | would suggest that a compara-
ble introduchon would be more appropriate for Chapter 7.

RESPONSE:- We agree! Chapter 7 has been rewritten, How-

14.

ever, | would hope that you could accept the redlity
that nimbyism does exist, and that the greater good is
not always, or not necessarily, synonymous with the
most local or the most vocal desires.

On p. 7 and 8 we strongly emphasize that your list of is-
sues is incomplete. The Alliance would appreciate your
listing and addressing the following issues:

. The economic feasibility of the proposal is based on ques-

tionable assumptions. Please refer to questions 1.2, 5, &
7 in our review of Chapters 1 & 2; questions 2. 4.6, & 7
in our review of Chapters 3 & 4; questions 2. 5. 6,7, 8,
11,12 & 13 in our review of Chapters 5 & 6. and finally,
in our enclosed comments question 11 pertains to the
sites economic feasibility. For your convenience | will at-
tempt to briefly summarize the points made in the
above listed questions:

1. Locations outside of Long Island can offer lower la-
bor costs, and foreign locations can offer reduced
regulations to potential industries. Thus, reducing the de-
mand for an eastern L.l. industrial hub. The labor force
skills or brain power offered by a Long Isiand location
will not appreciably counteract lower labor costs due
to the fact that most jobs generated will consist of low
paying jobs. ie. $7.00 an hour.

2 According to the LI, Regional Planning 8oard’s 1980
Industrial Location Analysis. “there currently is a supply
of vacant industrially zoned land that far exceeds the
need.” Thus, the need for a large amount of additional
square footage seems gquestionable.

3. The East End holds no comparative advantages over
other locations. Depending on the development of a
common market in Europe to enhance this advaniage
is tenuous at best.

4. The interest from freight forwarders is low.

5. There is currently surplus square footage available in
the existing FTZ at MacArthur. The demand for addi-
tional space is thus questionable.

6. The square footage recommended for a modest air
cargo facility seems high, and thus, the job projections
based on these recommendations are also high.
Again, the above list represents a very brief summary of
questions previowsly posed. For detaiis please refer 1o
the questions listed above.

RESPONSE:- All feasibility studies incorporate certain as-

D

2)

D

sumptions because the purpose of a feasibility study is
to project future activities, activities that have. not yet
occurred. The assumptions that have been incorpo-
rated into this study are not at all questionabie.

It is true that many locations cutside Long Island can of-
fer lower labor costs. However, the industries likely to lo-
cate at Calverton Airport are not “labor-cost sensitive.”
They are likely to be high-technology. high vailue
added industries such as electronics, instruments and
pharmaceuticals. These industries require skiled indi-
viduals and are generally willing fo pay whatever
wages are required to purchase the skills they need.
Whie it is true that wages may be lower in other ioca-
fions, the specific technical skills needed by these indus-
fries are not generally available in low-wage locations.

It is also true that there is excess vacant industrialty-
zoned land in certain Long Island communities. These
areas do not possess the locational attributes needed
by ingustrial firms. However, an industrial park at Calver-
ton Airport with access 1o even limited air cargo opera-
tions would possess unique locational advantages for
firms engaged in international trade, for firms that use
just-in-fime manufacturing processes and for firms that
deal in perishable commodities e.g. food or pharma-
Ceuticals.

The amount of industrially-zoned land is not the most im-
portant consideration. Rather it is the quality and loca-



4)

9)

tional attributes of each industrially-zoned parcel that
defermines whether it will be successful in attracting in-
dustrial jobs. The East End does not have an inherent lo-
cational advantage over other locations. However, it
would derive a locational advantage based on the
availability of international air cargo linkages.

Although it would appear that as of now, freight for-
warders show only a "modest” or “limited” interest in
utilizing air cargo facilities at Calverton Airport, history
has shown that freight forwarders move to where their
market is located. If Calverton were to aftract even
one air carmier, the operations of that carrier would ulti-
mately atiract one or more freight forwarders.

MacArthur's foreign trade zone does have available
square footage. However, comparing MacArthur to
Calverton is comparing apples and oranges. Calverton
would have g locational advantage in terms of over-
seqas air cargo linkages.

6) T he 500.000 square feet for air cargo facilities is pat-

terned after Stewart Airport’s modest air cargo activity
and the demand for space being experienced there.
This air cargo element is in two parts with one being for
a regular air cargo operation and the other for an inte-
grated carrier.

2. The effect of this proposal on existing L.I industries is un-

known. We refer here 1o question number 5 in our re-
view of Chapters 1 & 2. Briefly, imports to the Calverton
facility will include fish and vegetables, we thus, ques-
tion the effect of this increase in competition to our
home market. We believe that this effect has not been
adequately studied.

RESPONSE:- This is quite true. However, while it is likely that

perishables such as pharmaceuticals might be im-
ported through Calverton, it is highly unlikely that fish
and vegetables would be flown in through Calverton.
The reasons are as follows: Air freighi is costly. it is gener-

ally justified only for high value products. Whereas phar-

maceuticals are high value products, fish and vegeta-
bles are not. if fish and vegetables were flown in by air,
they would be 50 expensive that they couldn’t com-
pete with locally-produced fish and vegetables.

. This proposal may have a detrimental effect on the ability

of other areas to attract industrial development. We refer
here to questions 9 & 10 in our review of Chapters 5 & 6.
Again briefly the concentration of industriat develop-
ment added together with a FTZ, and a cargo port will
decrease the demand for industrial development in
other areas. and will thus, exacerbate the property fax
burden in those areas.

RESPONSE:- Quiite the contrary. Industrial firms at Caiverton

would inject money into the Long lsland economy in
the form of salaries and the purchase of supplies and
equipment. This spending would have a multiplier ef-
fect which could generate industrial jobs in other com-
munities.

4. A large transfer of public funds will have to take place in

order to make Calverton successful. We refer here to
questions 4, 6, 10, 11, & 12 in our enclosed comments.
We are referring to the cost of mitigational measures
such as roadway improvements, fax transfers. and tax
abatements.

RESPONSE:- Possibly, however, the site is already charac-

terized by substantial sunk investment in airport facilities
and is therefore Long island’s best potential location for
an air cargo-related industrial hub.

5. There are other more appropriate locations to develop a

large industrial hub. We refer to questions 1, 2.3, & 9 of
the enclosed comments.

RESPONSE:- Other than lands in Riverhead adjacent to the

Caiverton facility the only other large composition of
land is found at Yaphank, However, plans are already
underway for the utilization of these lands.



Summary - Although the paricipation of citizens naturally
siows the planning process down, and sometimes re-
sults in controversy, citizen participation in the planning
process should be viewed as an invaluable asset which
when fully incorporated will enhance the planning
process rather than impede it.

| would like to take this opportunity to thank you and
your staff, for taking the time to answer my questions. |
also want to thank all those citizens who volunteered
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their time and energy 1o read the material provided,
and formulate questions. To those individuals thanks for
caring about the future of Long Isiand.

RESPONSE:- The LIRPB has always valued citizen participa-
tion in the planning process since it is invaluable .and
your thanks is echoed by owrs - particularly to those
who were in strong opposition and had the stick-to-itive-
ness 1o see the study through 1o its completion.



My Analysis of the Draft Copy of the Calverton Study:
Helen Guthy

p. 2-4 In Ch, 2 Table 2-1 Exports & Tables 2-2 Imports; What
% is from Eastern L.k market? Most tonnage & money is
from Nuclear Rectors & Boilers. How many from L.L?
How many a year?

RESPONSE:- No data are available concerning what pro-
portion originates in the eastern Long Islana market, No
further breakdown is available for the category “nu-
clear reactors”. These data are presented 10 show the
general volume and compasition of airimports and ex-
ports. They are not specific to Long Island and have no
direct bearing on Calverton.

p. 2-7 States that there is no need for new cargo facilities.
Aircraft capacity will keep pace with demand for fu-
ture cargo. Air Cargo indusity now has significant over-
capacity between 40% & 50%. By the time current
capacity is reached. new, larger, aircraft will be on line
fo absorb additional growth.

RESPONSE:- In the aggregate there is no need for new air
cargo facilities. However, specific facilities in “niche”
markets will be needed. For example, even limited
cargo facillities at Calverton con be useful in serving in-
ternational trade with Europe and at the same time
would stimulate economic development in eastern
Long Island.

p. 2-15 States ithat alkcargo flights, from the 3 major air-
ports. are not a problem.

p. 2-16 Cargo at Calverion cannot be justified to alleviate
airport congestion.

RESPONSE ;- It is frue that cargo flight do not now pose con-
gestion problems at the three regional airports. How-
ever, cargo at Calverton can be justified in the name
of economic development for the eastern end.

p. 2-9 Table 2-4 has direct & indirect and induced jobs &
wage impact. The numbers ook impressive. but most of
the impacts are from passenger activity. Eating & drink-
ing. car rentals, hotel & personal services etc, There are
no tables for cargo only. Stewart did not make money
fill they added passenger flights.

RESPONSE:- This table portrays the impact of the entire avio-
tion industry. The data are not disaggregated by pas-
senger versus cargo. No representation is made that
this pertains solely to cargo.

p. 2-10 Table 2-6 Lists economic impacts of L.l. Airports-Ma-
cArthur-passenger & related services. Republic-Corpo-
rate & private planes. Brookhaven E. Hampton & Suffolk
County, none are cargo facilities. (MacArthur used to
have one carge fiight but stopped because they could
not even fill one plane a day.)

RESPONSE - This table pertains fo all L. dirports. No repre-
sentation is made that this pertains solely to cargo.
However, the information is relevant in a general sense
to show the economic importance of the aviation in-
dustry.

This report is clouding the facts with non-relevant
information.

p. 2-10 & 11 Table 2-9. p. 2-13, Table 2-10, p. 2-14, Table
2-11 & 12, p. 2-15, Table 2-13, all of these tables cover
N.Y. Metropolitan Region and N.Y. Customs District etc.
Does not tell us what is from Eastern L.I. markets.

RESPONSE - It is true that these tables describe air cargo ac-
tivity in the New York Customs District & the New York
Mehopolitan Region as a whole. The information is pro-
vided to give background about the air cargo indus-
try. There is no specific information about air cargo
from eastern LI, market. In fact, a cargo facility at
Calverton could draw air cargo from the entire N.Y.
region,

p. 2-17 Since 1983, Stewart Airport has cost $320 million in
Federal & State money, plus S100 million in private



funds and it lost money until passenger fights were
added in 1990. In area it is the second largest qirport in
the U.S. Why is it having such trouble growing? Accord-
ing to the study: “...it is difficult to attract freight forward-
ers and convince them 1o route freight to locations
other than major qirports...”

RESPONSE:- Although Stewart Airport had a stow start, it is
now thriving.

p. 2-18 Says it is pinpointing potential geographic sources
of export commodities, and yet in the same paragraph
it covers such a broad area as N.Y. City. South West
New England. and Northern suburbs of Westchester, Or-
ange. Rockland, Putnum, Dutchess & Ulster Counties &
L.I. We still don’t know what the L.I. market has.

RESPONSE:- Such a broad area was included because a
cargo facility would draw from such a broad area. The
Long lsand market would be only part of the total market.

p. 2-18 Other pages, state that Calverton is well-suited to in-
ternational cargo flights, but it never says why. Since,
according to freight forwarders, in you interviews, the
Ll market is too small and most cargo will be trucked
to & from the west on the crowded Expressway. how
can you keep stating this?

RESPONSE -~ Calverton is suitable for cargo flights to Europe
because of its location on eastern L.l

p. 2-29 I was upset to see the excerpts from the old cargo
interviews still in the Draft repori-when we all know that
they misrepresent their companies positions, especially
DHL.

If DHL was so interested in Calverton. why is there no re-
ply from the second time? Or did you get an answer
you didn’t like & not print it?

If cargo at Calverton was in anyway feasible, Cargo
Carriers would be standing in line and have shown an
intesest long ago. You keep stating that there is @ mod-

est inferest. | have seen no inferest. You are almost beg-
ging companies to come out here.

RESPONSE - We regard the old cargo interviews as valid
and supported by the new interviews. We did not get a
reply frorn DHL. There is modest interest given the fact that
there are no available cargo facilities there at this fime.

p. 2-38 States that firms use a foreign trade zone to main-
tain cost-competitiveness of their U.S. based operations
vis @ vis their foreign based competitors. How will this be
eftected by Clinton’s plan for making U.S. competitive
with foreign markets?

RESPONGSE:- Clinton’s program will in no way affect the
value of foreign trade zones.

p. 2-42 Claims 10.000 jobs will be created, yet Stewart air-
port is the second largest in the U.S., in area, and after
10 years operation, has only 4,300 jobs. (After spending
$320 million in State & Federal money. and $100 milion
in private funds). (Why was this cost not mentioned in
the draft?). It was still losing money until passenger op-
erations bailed them out in 1990.

RESPONSE:- Ten thousand jobs will be created at Calverton
over a twenty year period, not all at once.

Why were we not given projections of what Calverton
would cost us? You are guessing at everything else. You
claim a certain number of jobs, bulldings & road work &
even how much per hr will be earned. You should be
abie to figure out the cost to the tax payers, unless you
are afraid if they find out the cost they will be very upset.

RESPONSE:- The report is not “guessing at everything else”.
Evidently you fail to comprehend the difference be-
tween projections based on analysis and guessing.

You wanted us to believe that you were doing the Env.
study for us, but you had to do it to find out how much



acreage you had to work with and where you could
build.

RESPONSE:- Editoriat observation — no response.

p. 3-5 The original drainage pattern has been inferrupted
by consfruction of the existing runways.

RESPONSE:- The word “evidenily” has been removed,

p. 3-11 Disturbance through previous land filling activities
of the northernmost pond is evident.

p. 3-13 According fo Nature Conservancy, more endan-
gered species live here than anywhere else in the State
of N.Y.

p. 3-19 Aircraft assembly & testing since the 1950°s has pol-
luted the ground water at 4 sites; North East Pond Dis-
posal Areq - Fire Training Area - Fuel Calibration Area &
Fuel Depot. Three others worth mentioning are; former
Codal Storage Area - former STP Leaching Field and
North East Tower Area.

RESPONSE:- This is what is stated in the final report.

p. 3-20 You plan to build where there are moderate con-
straints. Apparently there is no place 1o build where
there are no constraints.

RESPONSE:- There are constraints to development associ-
ated with all sites. You focus development on those lo-
cations where the consfraints are the least severe. No
change in text necessary.

p. 3-24 States that the Airport Study Area lies entirely in the
Central Suffolk Special Ground Water Protection Area.

RESPONSE:- This is what is stated on new page 3-27. No
change in text needed.

7-19

p. 3-26 Fig. 3-11 - Critical Env. Areas Map - the runways are
just at the edge. Would they be included if Grumman
had not altered the wellands?

RESPONSE:- The question posed is hypothetical. The airport
site has been developed. However, the entire airport is
located within the Centrai Suffolk SGPA. All SGPAS will
become Critical Environmentdl Areas iffwhen certifica-
tion procedures are completed.

p. 3-29 The entire ASA s also located in the Pine Barrens.
You have said many times, that if the cirport had not
been build before we knew its effects on our water,
that it could not be build today. How can anyone with
integrity enlarge it?

RESPONSE:- The fact remains that the airpart was built in
the Peconic River drainage basin; wetlands were de-
stroyed and the system was damaged. The study does
not propose expansion of the ASA. The conceptual
plan targets faciities fo locations that are distant from
the river which are not associated with severe environ-
mental constraints.

The effects of noise is judged on a 24 hr. time frame, not
each flight. This makes the impact seem much less.
Also, since we have little background noise, the impact
here would be even greater. You do admit. p. 3-66,
that each noise level could reach 90 decibels.

It meniions closed doors and windows would make it
better. By my observation, East-enders like to be out-
side. So, we have a problem.

RESPONSE:- The noise profiles cleariy indicates that com-
mercidal flights are dramatically less in impgact than the
military fights that have occurred for years.

p. 3-45 States, in effect, there are at present no economi-
cally feasible exarmples of all-cargo airpors in the U.S.

p. 3-48 Three airport examples are used: Alliance, Texas, is
the only facility planned for all-cargo. The other two



have passenger flights. Even with all Aliance’s advan-
tages (money, space & no ground water 1o worry
about), the facility has not been successful in its pri-
mary mission and is now serving as a mult-purpose re-
liever airpornt to Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport.
What more do you need to show no-feasibility for Cal-
verfon Cargo?

RESPONSE:- Obviously the only answer satisfactory to you
would be to have the study declare no feasibility what-
so-ever. This is not the case. There is limited feasibility.

p. 3-56 States-None of the alternatives envisions any sched-
uled passenger service. This statement is not strong
enough to prevent passenger flights from ever coming
here.

RESPONSE:- None of the alternatives envisions scheduled
passenger service. This fact has been stated numerous
fimes, with reasons given why it would not work.

p. 3-58 Another contradiction - you state in order to con-
struct all the operational & support facilities from the
ground up, it's possible the stage 3 deadline may be
reached pror 1o inifiation of cargo operations. That is
17 years from now. Yetin Ch. 6, p. 7 it states that one
prime factor that leads the staff to believe industrial &
freight operations could be feasible, is that the chal-
lenge is not to build a new facility. It is already there.
(The only things there are the runways. and according
to Grumman, they need $30 million in repair That's why
they need duadl use.)

RESPONSE:- The Navy is not frying to determine the feasibil-
ity for joint use because of runway repair costs. These re-
pairs are being made regardless of whether or not joint
use OcCurs.

p. 1 (4-1) Claims the impact of the airport will decrease
the effects on the quality of life on the East end of LI,
Does that take into account the extra trucking and traf-
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fic? And. the possibility of 9.000 people moving closer
fo where they work?

RESPONSE:- The context in which the airport’s impact on
the historic quality of life would be decreased in the
number of gircraft movements and the fact that the
anticipated civilian aircraft will be quieter than the mili-
tary aircraft, both by design and also by law with the
federal requirements for Phase lll aircraft. it is a spe-
cious argument 1o assume there is an automatic dimi-
nution of quality of life with the advent of more people
seeking to live closer to their workplace.

p. 6 Brookhaven’s plan wants removal of excess industiial
zones & moved 1o less environmentally sensitive south
Yaphank. How will @ 10,000 job industrial park. at Calver-
ton, effect the large Industrial Park planned for
Yaphank?

RESPONSE:- Obviously, there is somme competition. However,
the uses proposed for Calverton are air-related in con-
frast 1o the types of activities onticipated at Yaphank.

p. 11 (4-10) The purpose of this sfudy was to create East
end jobs, but according fo your estimates 90% of the
work force will come from the west,

RESPONSE:- The purpose of this study was to examine the
feasibility of a joinf-use of the Calverton Airport with the
U.S. Navy and Grumman. In the course of the study the
potential of jobs was identified. The 90% fraffic flow
from west of Wading River Road on NYS Route 25 to the
Calverton facility is reflective of the heavy use of Wil-
liam Floyd Parkway as a major access ioute. A review
of land uses within the PSA (Primary Study Area) shows
residences located south of both Suniise Highway with
the majority south of Montauk Highway and a large
concenfration al William Floyd Parkway. This does not
mean that the eastern communities would not benefit.
in all likelihood the residents of Riverhead would be the
first job beneficiaries.



p. 19 Table 4-1 stilf estimates alimost 12,000 jobs. | find this
impossible. At its peak Grumman only had 2,600 peo-
ple. and has about 2,000 now, Brookhaven Labs has
about 3,500 people. yet you claim a moderate facility,
employing almost 3 1/2 fimes that of the Lab. What do
you consider large?

RESPONSE:- Table 4-1 does reflect 12,000 jobs. However, the
total number of jobs at the site (in 7 million square feet
of buildings) does not relate 1o the term “moderaie”.
This term was used to describe only one segment of the
development scenario - the potential air cargo activity,
which was termed “modest operations - one cargo
flight per day” )

p.2-37 Of the approximatety 12,000 jobs it is estimated that
10.000 will be in the industial park per se, with the bal-
ance employed in the aviation—elated uses, whichis in
fine with your observation of Grumman’s workforce at
Calverton.,

p. 21 Toble 4-4 Plans mgjor road work that wili need to be
done, especidlly if you include The Breslin, Mega Devel-
opment, on Rt, 25, William Floyd. Wading River Rd. &
Grumman Blvd. This will take millions more of our taxes.

RESPONSE:- This is not a question. If you are arguing that
these other developments will precipitate the necessity
for infrastructure improvermnents, you are correct. Re-
member that development pays foxes.

p. 11 (5-9) You have stated many times that due to re-
straints, there will not be room for passenger flights. The
acreage available for building is 948. The space you
have accounted for in all 3 scenarios is 520 acres. that
leaves 428 acres still usable. if you add the acres from
the runways (592) that gives you a 1.020 acre airport,
larger than LaGuardia, aimost as large as MacArthur,

RESPONSE:- The 948 acres identified under the subsection
of "Site Development” is correct, but our site design us-
age is now only 494 acres. The lands not utilized in ac-
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commodating the proposed uses of Scenario 3 are
readily seen in Figures 5-6 and 5-7 which reflects the de-
velopments by runway within the parameters of identi-
fied constraints. In the Conceptual Development
figures the unused lands are part of the buffers be-
tween and around the conceptual uses, therefore in a
sense much of the 400 acres unused are part of the
conceptual design. (No response to the LaGuardia ref-
erence). Other constraints include the inability to pro-
vide parallel or mulli-runways.

p. 21 (5-13) The number of Grumman workerss again is
wrong. Not 9,000, but should be 2,600 at peak and
2000 now. That’s a gross exaggeration.

RESPONSE:- The number of Grumman workers figure has
been corrected o reflect over 3.000 at its peak. with
less than half that number in current employment at
the Calverton facility,

p. 1 States that: It appears that the industrial develop-
ment is the engine that would drive the use of the air-
port, rather than the reverse. Industrial Dev. could be
built anywhere, (already planned for Yaphank). does
not need to be in such a water sensitive areq.

RESPONSE:- This was already addressed.

p. ¢ States again Federal & State Funding for unways, tax vays,
aprons & improvement or constuction of public roads.

p. 11 I'm very concerned how much this will cost us tax-
payers. County Funding-Suff. Industrial development
Agency acts as a financing conduit through which
loans take place. It issues the tax-exempt & taxable inclus-
irial development revenue bonds, buf through a bank. t
seems that the company and bank negotiate terms of
the loan independent of the IDA. Why doesn’'t the com-
pany go directly to the bank for aloan? Or does the gov-
ernment have 1o back the loan because private
companies will not invest their own capital? if the com-
pany folds. who is liable for the rest, if IDA is involved?



It says normally the loan is secured by a mortgage.
Since the Navy owns the property there will be no mort-
gage. What is used as security?

p. 13 States again “The discussion of Federal & State fund-
ing sources indicate the possibility of grant or loan
funds to cover most of the added infrastructure costs at
Calverton.”

RESPONSE:- IDA bonds do not cost local taxpayers.

p. 1 (7-1) You have always made us feel that you were do-
ing us a favor including us in this study. Now | read that
*...any planning studies undertaken with Federal sup-
port must provide for cifizen inpuf...”

p. 7 Even though you have addressed some of our con-
cems, you have always done it in a condescending
manner.

RESPONSE:- Your observations are too subjective on your
part for me ever to provide a reply that you would find
acceptable. | have stressed at numerous meetings
how important citizen participation is and how deeply
it is appreciated. If the objective was to be conde-
scending that has to be a view in the eyes of the be-
halders. it certainly was never my intent.

p. 10 You criticize our love for the East end. calling it a
mythical & romanticized attitude analogous to Jerusa-
lerm “The Heavenly City” or Rome “The Eternal City” .1
have lived here in Wading River for almost 20 yrs. and |
still feel very mythical & romantic about it and so does
everyone | know. That is why we are working so hard to
keep it that way.

If growth comes slowly, and fills a need, it will fit into the
communify. If you force it, you end up with big prob-
lermns that can’t be solved. You are forcing this cargo fa-
cility on people that see no need for it and don't want it

RESPONSE:- The LL.R.P.B. is not forcing anything. The pur-
pose of the study is to provide the Navy with options for
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joint use that might prove 1o be feasible. It should also
be noted that in addition to those opposed to commer-
cial use at Calverton. there is a less vocal but signifi-
cant segment of the population who support the
creation of jobs and tax base.

p.17 W says again about the large job potential. which
coulg immediately reduce the unemployment pattern
in the East end. On p. 3-58 you say it may not be a real-
ity till stage 3 comes on line, that’s 2010. or later if they
get an extension. Ms. Kamer told us it would take 10-20
yis of 5O depending on the improvement in the econ-
omy. An official at MacAdhur told me that to reach to
numbers of jobs efc.. more reqiistically would be in 40-
50 yrs. The whole area would have to buld up a lot
more to support this estimate.

RESPONSE:- You misread the report.
p. 17 States that it's a myth that pitots dump fuet.

p. 18 In a letter from the FAA, states that fuel dumping is
often a last resort efford 1o lower the weight of the air-
craft to enable it to land safely.

You claim if you fly high enough & dump. it will evapo-
rate. But, pitots have told me, sometimes they don't
have fime if the aircraft is o0 disabled to ascend. they
drop fuel wherever, whenever 1o get back safely.

RESPONSE:- Evidently the responses provided by profes-
sional pilots who also serve on the Advisory Council
cary no weight with you.

p. 23 Says the FAA Study of Cargo Airports does not cate-
gorically state that cargo airports do not work. Then
you have a quote. What you should have included is
the materiat just before your quote. it says, thatit’s ex-
tfremely difficult & inefficient to consider separating
cargo from passenger flights.

They knew this already, and could have saved
$500.000 and 1 1/2 years of worry & work for a ot of
people.



RESPONSE:- The report factually states the case. We ac-

cept your opposition. but if should be keptin mind that
the Navy could develop joint use without this study. It is
to their credit that they wanted more information be-
fore acting.

t have found so much contradiction in this study, and leff-

out information that apparenily did not suit your pur-
pose. No matter what your own findings told you about
cargo ports & ihe sensitive land in the Pine Barrens, you
still insist that it is feasible. Unbelevable!

| hope no one uses this study and its conclusions, the in-
formation is very misleading and contradictory.

RESPONSE:- Too subjective for response. Evidently, nothing

that could be produced in the study couid sway your
undaunted opposition. and that is understandable. In
fairness. | think you would have to acknowledge that
you were given every opportunity to be heard and to
paricipate. Even if you choose nof 1o accept the com-
ment, | must siress that your patticipation was impor-
tant and you and several of your associates from the
Wading River Civic Association did help shape the final
report particularly in identifying within the text your
maony CONCErns.

Comments of Peter D. Hannigan
Manorville Toxpayers Association

this study. Padding the list with the honorable mentions
does nothing to promote the study’s results. it does, in
fact. smack somewhat of free advertisement for the
elected officials currently in office. Unless they have
had a direct input into this venture | feel they should
not be given a “free ride”,

RESPONSE:- The listing in the published report will list the ac-

five members,

2. Secondly, the study name itself leaves something to be

desired as far as I'm concerned. Rather than Calverton
Airport Feasibility Study | would prefer the use of the
word Cargoport where Airport now stands, | realize that
there is an existing dirport at Calverton but i'm pointing
this out with the hopes that it may queli some of the
fears that locdl residents have concerning this being
the forebearer of a passenger terminal yet to come. |
apptaud the study’s non-passenger stance recommen-
dations and hope this small change can be incorpo-
rated.

RESPONSE:- Your point is well faken. However, the title is the

official one on the FAA grant application and must be
the one used.

. Another hurdle, | beliave, that is to be crossed by this

study is the much publicized one flight a day scenario
for "modest” operations at Calverton. | believe that this
information is obtained from Chapter 2 pages 37 & 38
respectively where the camiers DHL & Emery are refer-

Dear Dr. Koppelman, enced. | feel this report is given a "bad rap” due to the
fact that some people have a hard fime envisioning
only one plane daily realizing approximately 10.000 plus
jobs.

It is difficuit for those that are not familiar with qircratt
operations to realze that a plane does not have to
land empty. nor do they realize the high cost of good
involved. the high tech skills required 1o produce them
or the mind boggling load capagcities of some of the air-
craft that would be able to utilize this top rate existing
facility. The "minimal” operations of one flight a day is

As a concerned member of the advisory committee, as a
member of the Manorville Taxpayer Association and as a
lifelong resident of the area in question | am compelled to
write and crifique the draft copy of the feasibility study re-
cently released. | am also conveying a few ideas/concerns
of my own which | hope will be put to good use.

1. First of all | would fike 0 see the listing of Advisory Com-
mittee members be amended to include only those
names of individuals who have actively participated in
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only a beginning and would have to be expanded
once the prime market opportunities are faken advan-
tage of. Because of probably increase in the number
of flights as operations grow it may be advisable to do
some projections on @ yearly basis. These projections
may be able to show how many flights would be re-
quired with specific types of cargo and what it may
grow to in the future if things go well.

RESPONSE:- The closest projections that can be made at
this time “if things go well” is that the one flight per day
may grow to four flights per day. It must be understood
Qs you observe; that even one flight per day on a 747
cargo plane would represent d fremendous high tech
industrial output. For exampte, if Calverton were used
for aircraft engine or helicopter engine maintenance
the flight requirements would amount to one or two
flights a month.

4. Somewhat related to the preceding paragraph, | be-
lieve is the way the numbers that are presented in the
economic development chapter are bottom line. That
is fo say they are what would be at full operating ca-
pacity. | feel these are somewhat misleading and
should be presented in phases or yearly breakdowns.
This would be more indicate of what would actually oc-
cur. | really don’s feel the facility would be used at
100% operating capacity upon opening.

RESPONSE:- You are correct in stating that the facility
would not be used at 100% capacity initially. In fact, it
will take years 10 generate the 10.000 or so jobs. Never-
the-less projections must state the “bottom line” or ulli-
mate if the public is o receive a complete portrayal
Methodologically speaking. bottom line projections are
reasonably accurate since the assumptions on which
they are based relate to the fotal buildable tand and
the jobs that could be generated according 1o the vari-
ous mixes of activities identified in the various scenarios.
It is pure guesswork however to make phased projec-
tions on a yeaily basis since this would depend on the
actual firms that would come to Calverton.

5. Much has been said about the number of employees
that have been employed ot Grumman. The contro-
versy is whether the numbers reported are actuatl or in-
flated. If the wrong numbers have been publicized due
10 the bureaucracy of a large corporation | can not lay
blame on the feasibility study. The real controversy
should be about the present lack of work at the Calver-
ton site for the Grumman Corporation. The fact that
3,000 employees back in “78 has little to do with the
1,900 currently employed. The F14, Ab6 and the EA6B
production lines are no longer running. What is keeping
the Calverton facility operations is the E2C production
line. This aircraft was formerly built in Bethpage but is
now the only frue production activity going on now Re-
location of several business offices to the Calverton
complex has also kept the area viable. Comparing old
and new employment figures is like comparing apples
and oranges. Present economic conditions are nothing
like the late 70°s and without a sudden infusion of Navy
aircraft contracts Grummans’ future at Calverfon is
doomed. Because of the urgency involved. | believe
the study should give thought to a combined use with
Grurmman utilizing the Grumman erected temporary
buildings. This would eliminate, at least initially, the
need to erect any buildings north of the runways. It
may help to keep the Grumman/Navy relationship for
awhile longer until public sentiment is more predis-
posed to a cargoport.

RESPONSE:- Your observations are reasonable but unfortu-
nately present several obstacles. First is the concern for
security. Both the U.S. Navy and Grumman have made
it absolutely clear that non-military activities must be
kept north of the runways in order 1o preserve Grum-
man’s security. Thus, no mixing of uses would be ac-
ceptable in the 900 acres actively used by Grumman.
Second is the fact that this study Is to determine the
joint use of the Calverton facility. This presumes that
Grumman will continue in operation. If Grumman
leaves we have no way of knowing whether the Navy
will continue ownership or declare the property surplus.
In such an eventuality the parameters of feasibility



would be drastically altered and the consequent op-
tions of cost, ownership, control, etc. would reguire an
altogether different study.

AN improvement 1o the study, | feel, would be the inclu-
sion of a map of the PSA which shows the magjority of
property owners bordering fhe Calverion grounds and
buffer zones. This map could show the types of zoning,
whether it be residential, business or commercial. It
should also devote some time and thought fo project-
ing what would happen to the property values if the
commercial development of the airport were 1o take
place. Therefore, all interested parties would know who
stands to profit the most by the proposed changes.

RESPONSE:- There is a map depicting existing iand use but

aside from a delineation of the residential enclaves the
ownership pattems are not shown except in a genecal
fashion. The majority of the properties surrounding Cal-
verton are in federal, county or municipal ownership
with the exception of the sizeable area east of the air-
port curmrently zoned by the Town of Riverhead for indus-
frial use. The position of the LIR.P.B. is that if the field is
further developed for hi-tech jobs, the Town should con-
sider rezoning their industrial parcels for less intensive
use. The issue of who would profit is foo subjective 1o re-
spond to. The opponents to the use of Calveron claim
housing values would decline. Although we found no
evidence to support this argument and could make a
case that property vaiues in fact increase as intensity of
land use increases, there is also a non-dollar value that
must be considered. The opponents o the study are
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not motivated by the desires for jobs, iax base or even
an increase in their property values. Their bottom line is
the preservation of their concept of the “value of life”

After giving this feasibility study much thought and fime |

have come to some conclusions. Aftending many
meetings over a long period of time and witnessing sev-
eral memorable events have helped form my opinions.
First of ail, the study itself has been conducted in the
most honest of fashions as possible from start to finish,
As far as I'm concerned nothing has been preor-
dained, decided or covert at all during the entire
study. | refute all charges to this end made by other ad-
visory committee members.

A number of well financed/organized groups have
been extremely vocal in opposing any commercial de-
velopment on the Calverton grounds. At every meeting
they ve had theit chance 1o voice their opposition
even though their comments were not part of some of
the meetings” agendas. Personally, | feel the scenes
these groups developed for the media & the benefit of
the immediate audiences were more theatrics than
substance. The majority of their claims are unfounded
and are a direct result of (NIMBY) not in my backyard
mentality.

I applaud you Dr. Koppelman for conducting such an
open, honest. exhausting confroversial study. My con-
gratulations 1o you for maintaining your composure
while under some very adverse conditions.

RESPONSE:- Thank you.



7-26



CHAPTER EIGHT
Recommendations
and Findings
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Introduction

During the regular Long Island Regional Planning Board
meeting on Aprif 21, 1993, a summary presentafion of the
study was made followed by questions and discussion
among: the Board members. At the conclusion of the com-
ments the Board unanimously adopted a resolution to ac-
cept the report; and o convey the resolution and a draft
of this chapter to the FAA as representing the completion
of the contract between the FAA and the Board. A copy of
the resoiution is found at the end of this chapter.

The body of this chapter contains the opinion of the Board
concerning the use of the United States Navy airfield ot
Calverton for joint civilian/military use. The first portion sum-
marizes the Board’s findings. The second portion discusses
the Board’s conclusions.

Findings

« Catverton Airpoit is ltocated in Suffolk County at a site
that is about ninety-seven miles east of midtown Marr
hatton and more than fifty miles west of Montauk Point,

« There are 2.913 acres within the fenced-in portion that
comprise the operational girpoit including runways. sup-
porting facllities and the majority of Grumman’s produc-
tion buildings. It is within this fence line that the study will
assess the feasibility of whether or not joint commer-
cial/military use of the airfield is practical.

« The U.S. Navy owns the 2,913 fenced-in acres as well os
the remaining acres that act as buffer zones to protect
the airfield from residential encroachment.

« The Grumman Coip. leases 944 acres within the fenced
roperty. Grumman shares the construction and opera-
jonal maintenance ¢osts of the airfield with the Navy.
tn reality, Grumman'’s share of these costs have been
charge-backs to the Navy.

« Analysis showed that Long Island has a high concentro-
tion of firms that produce commaoditties that are

shipped by qir.



Questionnaire responses from air freight providers sug-
gest a modest level of interest in using potential air
cargo facitities at Calverton Airport

If Grumman were 1o leave there would be a loss of

2 500 jobs and $100 million from Grurnman's payroll at
Caiverton. The Town of Riverhead would also be de-
prived of approximately $1 1 mifiion in revenues.

The land available for industiial development could
generate approximately 10,000 to 12,000 jobs orrsite if
used for hi-tech production and/or research. Ware-
house operations would be less labor-intensive. it should
also be noted that every basic new job created at Cal-
verton has a mulliplier potential of approximately 2:1
Thus, the job generation could reach 20.000 for the
work force of Suffolk County:.

in 1930, the central portion of the Airport Study Area
(ASA) consisted of undisturbed woodiands. These wood-
Jands were extensively aitered as a result of runway con-
struction and industrial development in the 1950°s.

An analysis of developmentai constraints was con-
ducted for the ASA for the puipose of locating those
sites which make them the most suitable for potenticl
development Intotal thewe are 946 acies in the east
and west seciors combined where developmental con-
strgints are moderaie.

The entire ASA is located within the Central Suffolk
Groundwdater Protection Areas and the Suffolk County
Pine Barrens Zones and as such is subject to stdct devel-
opment controis.

Studies of the existing military and the projected com-
mercial gircrafi noise show only a minimal increase in
the 1991 noise levels established by the military circraft
operations.

The Primary Study Area (PSA) has alarge amount of
open space and institutional uses aong with low-den-
sity housing and some community Clusters.

Suffolk County plans for the Calverton area are similar
to t?:eg latest proposals of the three towns that are within
the PSA.

The thvee towns within the PSA are: The Town of River-
head, Town of Brookhaven and Town of Southampton.

The Navy has expressed its support for Calverton be-
cause it Is a superb military facility in that the properf¥ is
well buffered and the restricted air space over the At-
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lantic Oceon. south of Long Island, provides exclusive
air operation.

The proposdl for joint use is vigorously opposed by the
residents of Wading River, Baiting Hollow, ond the east
end residents from other communities who fear that
even limited initid use may eventually lead to a busy pos-
senger operation.

The Board also finds that severe expansion potential is
not feasible since the construction of multiple runwaoys is
not physically possible.

Conclusions

Calverton Airport’s tocation makes it a particutarly
00d candidate for moving air cargo to and from
urope.

There is sufficient qir cargo potential to suppor a mod-
est air cargo operation at Calverton based on informa-
tion obtained from interviews with Long Istand
manufacturers, freight forwarders and other sir cargo
providers. In addition, Calvertton could accommodate
an oveiflow of air cargo activity from Kennedy Airport.

If Grumman were 1o withdraw from the Calverton facil-
ity, the Town of Riverhead would l1ose payments in lieu
of faxes and the loss of 2,500 jobs would further in-
crease the east end unemployment situation.

The presence of even g modest size air cargo opera-
tion would serve as a catalyst for developing an indus-
tial park. Such an industrial park could ultimatety
empioy a significant number of workers, generate addi-
tional revenues in lieu of taxes, and encouwrage desir-
able forms of economic development in eastern Suffolk
and thioughout the Long Island area.

Potential development of the ASA for joint use should
be targeted to acreage where developmental con-

straints are moderate as opposed to locations where
the constraints are severe.

With proper noise mitigation measures the airport will
be compatible with the surrounding communities in the
event of commercial milttary joint use.

The majority of the land surrounding the Calverton Air-
port is generally comgoﬂble with the noise pattems
emanating from the Calverton facility.



An optionthe Navy could follow inthe avent of a Grum-
man pullout would be to "maothbaill” the facility pend-
ing futwre need.

Under any condition for joint use it is presumed that the
Navy. as owner, would @stablish the conditions of lease-
holds and operations consistent with the Navy's inter-
ests.

it is reasonable 1o expect that the commercial users
wouid have to assume a fair share of the operational
costs, including payments in lieu of taxes.

A management mechanism would have 1o be created
to operate and manage the commercial portion of the
propeny.

Assuming the Navy will continue its ownership of Calver-
fon, the issue of fiscal feasibitity is greatly enhanced.

it is estimated that an investment of $71 million of ait-
port infrastructure would be needed to meet costs of
on-airport development iterms. Another $22 million for
off-airport road capacity improvements would also be
required.
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The Board does not support passenger operations at
Calverton.

The Board concludes that it is feasivle to foster joint
commercial air cargo military activities of Calverton Air

port.

The Board also concludes that high quadlity, high value
research and development such as contempiated by
the Long lsland Research Institute would be a most suit-
able aclivity at Calverton.

The Board recognizes the pro and con arguments gen-
erated throughout the Suffolk County community and
agrees that there Is merit on both sides. The Board con-
cludes that the potential for economic enhancement
can be achieved without saciifice to the envirenment
and the generd quality of life for eastern Long isiand,
and endorses the plan as developed by staft.

The following resolution was unanimously adopted by the
Long Island Regional Planning Board at its regular meeting
held on Wednesday, April 21, 1993, Hauppauge. New York.



WHEREAS.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS.
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED.

RESOLVED.

the Long Island Regional Planning Board has conducted a feasibility study
pursuant to a contract with the FAA concerning the Joint use of Calverton
Ailrport, and

the staft has completed and submitted to the Board the final draft of the
study, and

the Board has given serious consideration to all the factors involved, and

the Board is concerned that the under-utilization of the Calverton facility,
or indeed the depariure of Grumman Corporation from Calverton would
produce a severe negative economic impact on the Town of Riverhead,
and

reasonabile. limited Joint use could be a job and tax base benefit, and

this use would be limited to industiial development and research as set forth
in the study. and

the configuration of the property as well as the position of this Board does
not support now or in the future commercial passenger operations at
Calverfon. and

within such limitations, in the Board’s opinion, the use advocated would not
be detrimental to the quality of life for eastern Suffolk County, particularty
in view of the fact that the military operations over the past four decades
have not impaired the character of eastern Suffolk County, Be It Therefore

That the Long island Regional Planning Board goes on record as adopting
the findings of the report entitled, “Airport Joint Use Feasibility Study”.

and the accompanying summary report entitied “Summary - Airport Joint Use
Feasibility Study”, and Be It Further

That this resolution and the findings and conclusions of the Board be

included in the study and submitied to the FAA in compiletion of our
confractual agreements.
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APPENDIX C
Application

Needs And Objectives Of Study

1. The Nation's Reliance On Airline Travel, And The Fu-
ture of the National Air Transportation System

America enfered the Jet Age in 1959 with the entry of the
Boeing 707 jet-powered aircraft into the national commer-
cial airline fileet, since then, the United States economy has
become heaviy dependent on the access to domestic
and world markets and the ease of travel and shipping pro-
vided by the nation’s air ransportation system.

Every point on the globe is now measured in either “airline
hours needed to travel there” or the time and effort it takes
to send a voice, fax. text, video, or data message to that
point using new technologies - the fax machine. earth sta-
tions and satellites, fiber-optic fines, computer. etc.

We are truly a global village, as first described by the
author Marshall McLuhan, with a totally interdependent
world economy now firmly in place. The emergence of a
Untied Europe in 1992 will further secure this interdepend-
ence in ways not yet imagined.

A new service-oriented segment of the American econorny
has emerged over the past quarter-century which is abso-
lufely reliant on instant communications and low cost, fre-
quent travel (by dir). The United Nations predicts that by
the year 2000 the single most important sector in each na-
fion’s economy could be “travel” (impacting on travel,
tourism, communications, hospitality, accommodations.
currency transfer, other aspects of local economies).

The U.S. now has the most sophisticated. highly-developed
air transportation system in the world. This system. ex-
panded dramatically during the administrations of Presi-
dent tohn Kennedy and President Lyndon Johnson to both
accommodate and embrace new technologies such as
the jet airplane. has enabled the U.S. to literally dominate
many worid markets.
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The preservation of the nation’s fransportation systems. and
the ability to expand the systems 1o meet demands, Is criti-
cal now to the future economies of the U.S., New York
State, and the Nassau-Suffolk community in particular.

The federal government is concerned that the nation’s air-
pors, aitways and aliine systems could be swamped by
demand in the 21st Century, and that if adequate steps are
not taken today to improve the overall system and expand
capacity, then safety, economy. and the efficacy of the sys-
tem ifseif could be sacrificed in the attempt to meet demand.

The top 100 airports must move 99% of the passengers;
three out of four trips by air are between just 25 city-pairs.
many in the Northeast, one being a destination here in the
Long lsland area (the New York co-terminal. including
LaGuardia and Kennedy airports). Capacity ot these facili-
ties has almost reached the practical limits of expansion.

The Federal Aviation Administration recently prepared a
special report - Airport System Capacity: Strategic Choices
- which focusses on the steps which must be taken short
and fong-term, and the difficult choices facing not only the
nation’s qir transport system, but each community that is a
part of this system. There are implications for the Long tsland
market in the FAA report. ‘

The report noted...

Intercity passenger transportation has undergone sweeping
and perhaps irreversible changes in the last half century.
Bus and rail account for a very small and dwindling share
of intercity thips, having been replaced by private passen-
ger cars using the interstate highway system. and more by afr,

The boom in air travel has completely altered the modal
distribution of intercity fravel. Today, nearly one-fifth of all in-
tercity passenger-miles are by air - twice the 1970 level.

This yecar the air fransport system will carry about 1.3 milion
domestic and international passengers each day. Early in
the next century, this number could reach 2.5 million per
day, or one hillion passengers per year. If the growth contin-



ues, the U.S. dir system will have to accommodate 4 to § mifion
passengers daily, more than triple foday s volume of traffic.

Worldwide, 450 milllon passengers flew during 1989: this fig-
ure will exceed 800 milion in just nine year (2000).

Recent growth hos been spurred by the American (Airline)
Industry’s deregulation (In the late-1970s). a healthy na-
tional economy, reduced fares, an increased desire to use
dline service to fravel more than 200 miles. These frends be-
gan in the U.S. and are spreading to all comers of the globe.

The factors that will affect this trend include: state of the
national economy; the cost of air transportation; the value
placed on alr transportation by society for business and
personal fravel; population trends: the development of
new air and surface fransportation and telecommunication
technologies; the capacity of the airport ond airway infra-
structure to accommodate giowth.

At the same time that alfine travel Increased. freight and
express services, and general aviation traffic, increased -
placing additional demands on the existing airport and air-
ways system.

Moving toward the next century. the nation faces troubling
prospects and enormous chalienges in all parts of the trans-
portation system. One of the greatest concermns is the air
transport system. New capacity will be needed ot airports,
in the airways. and on surface transportation routes that link
airports to cities and other centers of activity. The New York
metropolitan region hasn’t sufficient lond ovailable today
{0 bulld a new aliport (which was the purpose of the
search for a “4th Jetport™ In the 1960s) nor is there an ex-
pondable surface fransportation system avallabie.

The New York Region dirports - Kennedy. LaGuardia, New-
ark - as a co-terminal area are the #1 airport in the nation,
with 56 million aircraft enplanements forecast for the year
2000. If a site for a new airport could be focated, the cost
of acquiring and developing the fackity in this reglon would
exceed $20 bilion. by some estimates. (The new offshore
Isond aiport at Osaka. Japan will cost $6-7 biion at minimum.)
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A minimum of 10 new major hub facilities would be needed
in strategic areas of the United States t handie the antici-
pated fraffic, at a cost of $3 to $5 billion per facility at mint-
mum. There is little likelihood that many of these airports wili
be built as new facllities, due to the cost. community disap-
proval, competing land use, and noise sensitivities.

Despite these staggering costs, and the potential obstacles
to development of new faciiities. maintoining and enhanc-
ing the safety of air fravel must be o high priority for federal,
state and local officials.

The FAA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are now
developing o national sirategy for meeting long-term air-
port capacity needs. within the long-range national trans-
portation policy that is being established.

Commenting on this effort, Secretary of Transportation Skinner
noted: “Transportation is about to enter a new era, not yet
prepared for the challenges confronting if. To ensure our
global competitiveness, successfully provide for the demands
of our domestic economy, and maintain our military defense
readiness, our transportation system must be renewed with
the future m mind. We must determine where we are, decide
where we want fo go, and then find ways to get there.”

2. The Nassau-Suffolk Region

The Long Island regional economy is now self-sufficient in
many more ways that it was at the start of the 1980s dec-
ade. The health of each sector within the economy - in-
cluding air transportation and related industries - s
important to all of the other sectors. There are fundamental
changes taking place that will affect the future economic
health and well-being of the region. Maintaining access to
the national air transportation system will be even more im-
partant in the decades ahead.

With the cuts in defense spending contemplated, the Long
Island economy must shift from “swords to plowshares™ The
Nassaw-Suffolk transportation infrastructure is getting older.
and must now serve an ever increasing demand upon it
from both increased use and incremental population
growth - as financial resources to maintain and expand the
system are diminishing.



The Long tskand Rail Road has just about exhausted ifs last
capital budget and will have to seek billions of dollars in
new capifal funds to continue improvement and expansion
of the system. As these funds are sought within the public
sector, ridership is declining due to employment cutbacks in
New York City.

The Long Island Expressway needs to be upgraded and ex-
panded. as the population continues to shift eastward to
Brookhaven Township.

The region’s reliance on air transportation is far greater than
many other regional economies; the nation’s most impor-
tant international airport (JFK) is located on physical Long
Island and minutes from both Nassau and western Suffolk.
An estimated 50,000 Long Islanders are directly employed in
air transportation; another 100,000 jobs can be traced to the
passenger and freight activities of the region’s airline aiports.

The nation’s busiest air hub or co-terminal (common desti-
nation) is "New York™ (comprised of Kennedy-Newark-
LaGuardia). Added to this co-terminal: fraffic at White
Pigins/Westchester, Ilsip/MacArhur, Stewad  International
Airport, each in some way a reliever facility for the larger New
York airports as well as an important regional facility serving a
distinct, local market (i.e., lslip/MacArthur serving Suffolk.

Air freight access is vital to Long tsland companies market-
ing into a globatl economy. Transportation in all forms is
Long Isand’s Achiles Heel, and that includes air fransportation.

It should be noted here that the New York airports - Ken-
nedy, LaGuardia. Newark, White Plains, MacArthur, Stewart
- are atypical in that most of the passengers are often trans-
ferring to travel on to another airport, their final destination
being another City.

Thus the New York airports as a system generate far more
economic benefit for the region - including Long Istand -
than do many comparable volume airports and/or airport
systems in other regions.

3. Calverton/Peconic Airport

The U.S. Navy-owned Calverfon Airport, used exclusively by
Grumman Aerospace for the final fabrication and delivery
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of aircraft as well as for modifications and servicing. is @
7000 acre facility that Is located in a zone that coud en-
compass as many as 15,000 to 18.000 acres of non-residen-
tial, preserved. commercial/industrial, parkland. and other
compatible-use land surrounding the facility. The waters of
the Long Island Sound to the north form an additional buff-
er zone for Calverton.

See Map 1.

(Kennedy International is slightly less than 5000 acres;
LaGuardia is about 700 acres.)

The primary barriers o establishing new American aitports
(only fwo major facilities have been built in the past two
decades - Denver and Ft. Myers) have been: lack of a suit-
able site; conflict with other potential uses for the land; in-
froduction of noise into sensitive areas; landside access;
traffic pattern conflicts: congestion in the terminal-area air-
space; opposition by incumbent airlines at existing airports.
the large investment needed to build a new facility in a de-
veloped areaq.

Also, the FAA acknowledges that in the past the failluwe to
achieve community acceptance and support for airports has
confributed significantty to the lack of airport capacity today.

Calverton appears to have the potential to offset a num-
ber of these obstacles. Proper preparation of the commu-
nity for a public use airport at Calverton is an essentfial
ingredient for success.

Calverton is located in a region that is lightly populated,
with adequate access to an expandabile swface transport
system that includes road. rail and water, linking the facility
to nearby areas that it would serve as a regional airport.

In terms of a new concept in airport development and us-
age, the emerging “transfer airport” concept should be ex-
plored., for this might enable Calverton to be positioned as
a new type of airport, one that would serve national as well
as regional needs.

The FAA's criteria for definition of such a facility (recently
stated) is that the “wayport”™ pr “remote transfer airpont™
would be located some distance from major metropolitan
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areas. but near enough to loca population areas (using
the airport). and would setve as a “node” for long-distance
air travel routes. Flights could connect at Calverton and
other nodes for passenger transfer; a system of 4 to 10 such
“transfer airports™ could serve the entire United States.

In some ways Catverion Airport fits the profile for one such fa-
cility, and this potential should be fully explored. (The concept
could be explored and potential identified, and imple-
mented when the need arises and/or the FAA advances the
concept further: this would place Calverion in position 10 be
one of the first 21st Century Wayports, or node airports, with
great potential for the Nassau-Suffolk economy.)

The proximity of the Main Line of the Long Iskand Rail Road
to Calverton is important, in that the FAA segs the potential
for passenger and freight fransfer between the node airport
and a major hub airport - such as JFK - as being occom-
plished by rail, highway, or magnetic levitation (MAGLEV)
technalogy. New aircraft technology - the tilt-wing rotor air-
craft - could e utilized for this type of transfer as well.

The MAGLEV fransport system was conceived at
Brookhaven National Laboratories, adjacent fo Calverton.
An experimental system of 25 miles or so - Calverion 1o the
LIRR Ronkonkoma terminal and MacArthur Airport - could
be operated as a test bed for this advanced technology, in
o cooperative program involving the Brookhaven Labs,
Suffolk County, the LIRR, Grumman, and other sponsors.
Passengers could shutfle between New York City and Cal-
verton, Nassau and Calverton, and Calverton and Ma-
CArthur, in this way.

This approach would also work for transfer of freight only,
between Calverton Airport and Kennedy International, or
between Calverton and New York City/New Jersey.

The Calverton Airport Feasibility Study should focus in part
on the transter airport concept. The facility has the poten-
tial to set the pattern for the rest of the nation. as a mode!
for study. and could be one of the first nodes established if
the ailines. federal government, Ioca government, passen-
gers. and affected communities agree Yo the concept as one
means of increasing the capacity of the air transport system.
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(Caiverton advaniages: Airines prefer smaller. more affordable
hubs such as American Aldines’ faciities at Ddlas, San Juan
and Raleigh-Durham; TWA's hub at Kansas City: passengers
also prefer the convenlences offered by their kocal airport.)

4. Grumman At Calverton Airport

The role of Grumman Aerospace at Calverton must be
carefully considered. The company objectad strenuously to
the suggested conversion of the field to joint-use or airline
use in 1967, when at the request of Governor Nelson Rocke-
fetler the Metropolitan Transportation Commuter Authority
studied Calverton as an airport site.

The importance of Caiverton to Grumman has been dimin-
ished in recent years. The company now operates from sev-
eral facilities in other states, including airports in Melbourne
and Stuart, Florida. the F-14 jet fighter is being phased out
of production. The company is stiving to protect ifs U.S. Navy
franchise through new aircraft design and production con-
tracts and the re-fitting of F-14 and other existing aimplanes.

The US. Navy is under pressure from Congress to reduce
costs, including site-specific costs. There are debates about
eliminating the "Homeport™ concept and serious recom-
rmendations from the Pentagon to close a number of do-
mestic military bases to save costs. At some point Calverton
will be discussed as a facility that costs the federal govern-
ment money. All of these situations mitigate against a long-
term single use (military aircraft) use of Calverton.

In the hoppy event that Grumman’s F-14 is confinued in
production, o7 that other advanced technology aircraft
are 10 be produced at Calverton, the potential for Grum-
man and the federal government to reduce operating
costs at Calverfon fhwough shared use would help to posi-
tion Grumman as a lower-cost operafor and would offset
the disadvantage Long Island now has as a high-cost op-
erations center for manufacturers. and especially for those
firms doing business with the Department of Defense on a
competitive bid basis.

Maintaining the availability of Calverton to Grumman
should be a high-pricrity for local government. To the ex-
tent that a joint-use facility could accomptish this, the con-



cept should be thoroughly explored, ond discussed In de-
tail with Grumman and the Department of Defense (as a
part of the study). For these reasons alone the Calverton
Alrport Feasibllity Study ks worth pursuing.

The viable altematives to the present single-use facility must
be studied with or without the consideration of a commer-
cial airport at Catverton,

The method for preserving Calverton Alrport as an dirport
facility info the 21st Century should be carefully considered
by the public sector. The land ks simply lireplaceable and
represents the largest open space mass on Long Island.

interest in maintaining Calverton for aviation purposes is
long standing. In 1975 The Office of the Chief of Naval Op-
erations commissioned a consultant’s study to rigorousty ex-
amine all known methods of reducing nolse impact on the
surrounding community at Calverton. In addition to com-
prehensive recommendations governing flight operations
and the modification of light paths to minimize impact over
populated areas, the study olso described detalled meth-
ods for achieving compatible land use in the potentially im-
pacted areq.

5. The Alternatives

What aré the afternative uses for the land at Calverton Air-
port? These appear 1o be:

1. Continued U.S. Navy ownership/Grumman exclusive use

2. Conversion to Public Use Alrport (similar to Republic)
(Passenger, Passenger-Freight, Freight-only, etc.)

3. Public Use/Grumman Use Airport (similar to St. Louls)
4. Atternative Use By Government
5. Psivate Use Of The Site (Development)

4. Long-Term Govemment Landbanking Of Site

The Grumman F-14 naval fighter is now being phased out of
production over the next two fiscal years. This provides o
window of opportunity for Suffolk County, the bicounty re-
glon, New York State, and the federal government to ex-
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plore the potential long-term use of Calverton Airport as a
commercial air fransport facility.

Within that use would be long-term accommodation for
Grumman Aerospace, an attractive alternative since virtu-
ally evety one of Grumman's competitors operates from
such joint-use facilities elsewhere in the country.

The presence of the trained. experienced, gualified aero-
space and electronics workforce in Suffolk County could
be an attraction for other aerospace manufacturers to lo-
cate facilities at Colverton.

And, aerospace capabliities could be applied to other
lines of business at a Calverton faciity - the construction of
oluminum MAGLEV cars for rail use using advanced materi-
als and technologies is one example.

This proposal identifies the specific questions that must be
raised and answered in the Calverton Airport Feasibility Study.

Work Task Elements

The purpose of the aviation pianning section of the Calver-
ton Airport Feasibility Study is to determine if it Is feasible o
integrate Caiverton Airport into the system of commercial
airports serving the New York Metropolitan Region. how the
facility would be integrated into the New York ond national
air transport systems, and the various technical. political,
environmental, financial, and market issues that must be
addressed if Calverton were to be successfully converted
to a public use facility.

The engineering portion would address the physical and
site needs of the facility, and the capital budget required
for short-term and phased development of the facility.

The study would also address the imporant community re-
lations aspect of conversion of Calverton Airport, and in-
volve as many Long Island residents, government agencies
aond institutional and civic interests in the project as possi-
ble. Throughout the exercise there will be a continuing
communication with clvic leaders, government officiols.



the aidine and transportation indusity, consumers in gen-
eral, and the Long Island business community.

Armong the factors that will be studied:

A,

The amount of air trade demaond that will be dlocated
to the site by various factors:

the investment required to convert the site to an operat-
ing and functional public airport;

the investment required for regionat infrastructuwe devel-
opment to supp ot the dirport;

the environmental consequences of proceeding with
the joint use of the airport;

the beneficial economic impacts for the regional, state
and national economies;

the method of managing and administering the facility
as a public-use airport.

Task 1:Data Callection And Inventory
Calverton Airport - Facility Review

1,
. Landside Faciities

. Utilities

. Ground Transportation/Roads

~ O O DN

1

2,

3.
4,

Ajrside Facilities

. Air Traffic Control Services
. Airspace Environment

. Potential Joint Use/Grumman
. Regional Access Systern

Highways/Arterial Roadways

Long Istand Raitroad

a. Potential For Connection to New York City
b. Potential For Increased Freight Traffic

New Land Systems

Water/ll Sound Access

a. Potential For High-Speed Fermry Crossing Services
To New England Region

C. Land Uses-Existing Zoning

1
2

3.
4.

- Airport Environment
. Laws and Reguiations .
Permitting Process/SEQRA Review Process

Special Environmentai Protection Considerations (Ping
Barrens Zone. 208 Water Study Zone, etc.)

a. Examination of Calverton Airport Effect On L.1.Specific
Programs

b. Potential Acquisition Of Buffer Lond (to remedicte
and/or mitigate envilcnmental irnpact, noise, fraffic, etc.)

¢. Potential Remediation Through Technology
(Both (b) and (¢) are potential candidates for funding
under FAA Airport Improvement Program)

D. Comprehensive Plans Within the Region

1
2
3
4
S

. Demographics - Long Term Forecasts

. Socio-Economic Variables

. Transportation Plans

. Land Use and Zoning - Projected/Regional
. Specific Land Uses Proximity to Airport

£. Disposition of Calverton Airport Site

1
2

. Joint Use Qpportunities
. Continued Grurnman Aerospace Qperations, Depart-

ment of Defense Ownership
F. Political Environment

1
2
3

. County Administration/Suffolk
. Suffolk County Legisiature
. Townships - Brookhaven, Riverhead, Southampion

4. Local Governments/Communities/Civics

5. Long Island Business Community



6. New York State (D.O.1., D.EC.. others) airports as connecting hubs, a potential use for
Calverton Airport)
7 Federat Governrment
- e. Revolutionize Inter-City Transportation (new alrcroft,
8. Privatization Potential technology, ground-air links, MAGLEV. another
potential Calverton Airport role)

8. Control Totals for the Region
1. Domestic Passenger Enplanements

0. Short-to-Intermediate Ronge Travel

G. Meteorofogical Choracteristics
1. VFR and IFR Weather
2. Wind Direction & Velocitles
3. Special Long Island Climatic Conditions

.

b. Long-Range Travel

H. Engineering Considerations .
¢. Business Travel Trends

1 Geotechnical/Topography
2. Water Table/Water Supply

’

d. Personai/Pleasure/Family Travel Trends
2. International Passenger Enplanements

d. North Atlantic Trends

b. Pocific Rim Trends

3. Storm Water Disposat & Drainage

4. Constiuction Standards
5. Buliding Codes

6. Preliminary Specifications For Proposed New Facillities 3
Task 2: Air Trade Demand Forecasts

A. National Requirements For Air Transportation

c. Hemispheric Trends
. Commercial Aircraft Operations

=Y

. Cargo (Freight & Express) Enplanements & Deplanements

- a. Domestic
1. Air Transport ond the U.S. Economy

2. Woild Trends
3. North Atlontic Trends

- b. Interngtional

5. Air Mail/Enplanements
C. Market Share Distribution Of Controf Totals

4. United States Trends 1. JFK International Airport
5. Regional Trends - Especially Long Island 2. LaGuardia Airport
6. Aiternative Strategies To Deal With Growth In Demond 3. Newark Airport
- Q. Extension of FAA Programs 4. lslip/MacArthur Airport
- b. Build More Airports 5. Stewart Internationat Airport
- c. Let The Market Decide/Reduced Govemment 6. White Plains/Westchester County Airport
Response Ahead Of Demaond
7. Calverton Aimport
- d. Reconfigure The U.S, Airport System (including
transter-only airports to replace mgjor metro areq 8. Maguire AFB/Southern NJ (now military-onty)
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D. Market Share Scenarios
1. Existing Passenger Travel Patterns To Airports

Q. The Long Island Market

b. New York City Market

c. New York Region, inckiding Southern Connecticut
2. Use - Closest Airport To Local Passenger Orgins

a. Nassau-Suffolk Patterns

b. Regional Patterns

3. With Calverton Operating. Tne Change n Roles Of
Airports Now In The System

4. Determine Sensitivity Of Airport Ground Travel Time

E. Forecast Air Traffic At Calverton Determine Range of
Demand That Would Be Attracted To Calverion Airport

1 Passanger Movements
2. Cargo (Freighit. Mail, Express) Movements
3. Aircraft Operations

4 Air Carriers
Task 3:-The Facility And Its Requirements

A.Location/General Information

1 Location of Facility/Features

2 History

3. Access/Transportation Network

4, Environmental Aspects - Including Special Considerations
(Fine Barens Zone, the Protection of Peconic River Basin,
Aquifer Protection, Farmland Preservation Programs, etc.)

5. Exploration Of Joint-Use With Grumman, Short/Long Term

6. Potential Use For Other Aerospace Companies

7. Potential use For New Technologies (aviation and
non-aviation)

B. Airside (For Each Demand-Range)
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1. Runways

2. Taxiways

3. Aprons

4, Navigation Aids (Navaids). Lighting

5. Radar Eguipment
C. Landside
1. Passenger Terminal Buildings
2. Cargo Terminal Buildings
3. Suppont Buildings
4. Hotels
5. Aircraft Maintenance & Servicing
6. Aviation Fuel Facilities
7. Catering Areq
8. Sanitary /Sewers
9. Water Supply
10.Power Supply
11.Telephong/Communications
12.5¢lid Waste Disposal
13.Fire Protection
14.Grumman (Joint Use) Needs

15.0ther Aerospace Company Needs (potential use by
other manufacturers, designers, service organizations)

. Access and Parking

1. Internal Airport Roads

2. Connections to Regional Systems
3. Rail Access

4. Short and Long Term Parking

5. Rental Cars



6. Employee Parking
Task 4 :Intermodel Transportation Potential
1. Road Access and Requirements

2. Rall Access and Requlrements

3. Water Access and Requirements
Task 5:- Airport Development Plan

A. Phased Development
1 Preparation of Airport Layout Plan
2. Preparation of Terminal Layout Plan
3. Preparation of Transportation Network Plan
4. Land Use and Noise Control
5. Joint Use With Grumman
6. General Aviatton/Commeercial Aviation Mix
7 Community Involvement And Preparation

8. Pre-Marketing Program/U.S., Regiondl. Internationa!

8. Capital Costs
1. Capitd Roising
2. Development Construction Schedule
3. Costs for First Stage/Conversion
4. Costs for Second Stage Development
5. Long Term Copital Needs

C. Sponsor identification
1. Airport Administration and Operatons
2. Finoncia Considerations

D. Airfine Technical Committee Input

£. Communication With the Pubfic, Public Meefings.
Community Involvernent in the Process

1. Communiccations Program/Manage and Conduct
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2. Media Relations/Licison

3. Public Hearlngs (Support Services, Coordination)
4. Reports to the Public and Business Community
5. Reports to Government

6. Government Licison
Task 6: Environmental Considerations

. Environmental Assessments

1. Generic Environmental Impact Statement (SEQRA)
2. Individual Assessments, Speciic Situations
3. Federal Acts (Cleor Air. Clean Water, CERCLA. etc.)

4. AYCUZ Study
Task 7: Economic Assessments And Benefits
1. Cost Estmates

2. Airport Revenues

3. Airport Operations and Maintenance Costs

4. Capital Costs

$. Financing Development of Facilities

6. Potential For Obtaining Grants/Sources

7.Direct Employment/Benefits

8.Indirect Benefits, Nassau-Suffolk Regional EConomy
9.Direct/Indirect Benefits, New York State Economy
10.Tax Impacts - New Revenues for Government

- a. Locd Government, Including Schools

- b. County of Suffotk

- c¢. State of New York

- d. US. Govemment

11, Federal Government Import/Export Fees



ASSURANCES - Non-constuction Programs

I Lee E. Koppelman, Executive Director of the Long Island
Regional Planning Board and its duly authorized repre-
sentative attest that the Long Island Regional Planning
Board does hereby certify t0 abide by the applicable re-
quirerments as set forth in OMB Approval No. 0345-004 rela-
tive to this funding application for the planning feasibility of
utilizing the U.S. Navy/Grumman Airport faciity af Calver-
ton. New York for joint use.

In regard to the first asswrance relative to the legal authority
to apply for Federal assistance, | have appended the re-
spective citations from State Law and the actions of the
County Legislative bodies and County Executives of Nassau
and Suffotk Counties in the creation of the Long Island Re-
gional Planning Board, including its ability to secure grants,
contracts, and so forth.

Local Share

Contact has been madse with the New York State Depart-
ment of Transportation, who have assured me of their inter-
est and willingness to parficipate to the extent of a seven
and one-half percent (7-1/2%) State contibution to be
matched by a two and one-half percent (2-1/2%) contribu-
tion from the Long Island Regional Pianning Boaid. The
Long Island Regional Planning 8oard has earmarked sup-
port from its current operational budget and is prepared to
furnish the entire ten percent (10%) cost in the event cur-
rent budgetary strictures at the State level mifigate against
State partficipation.

Lee E. Koppelman
Executive Director
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OMB Approval No. 0345-0040

ASSURANCES - Non-constuction Programs

Note. Certain of these assurances may not be applicable
to your project or program, if you have questions, please
contact the awarding agency. Further, cerfain Federal
awarding agencies may require applicants to certify to ad-
ditional asswrances. If such is the case. you will be notified.

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant | cer-
tify that the applicant:

1. Has the legal authority 1O apply for Federdl assistance.
and the institutional, managerial and financial capability
(including funds sufficient to pay the non-Federal share of
project costs) 10 enswe proper planning, management
and completion of the project described in this application.

2. Wil give the awarding agency, the Comptroller General
of the United States. and if appropriate. the State, thvough
any authorized representative, access to and the right to
examine ali records. books, papers, or documents retated
to the award; and will establish a proper accounting sys-
tem in accordance with generally accepted accounting
standards or agency diractives.

3. Wil establish safeguards 1o prohibit emptoyees from us-
ing their positions for a purpose that constitutes or presents
the appeaiance of personal or organizational conflict of in-
terest, or personal gain. .

4. Willinitigte and complete the work within the applicable
tfime frame.



ASSURANCES

Displaced Persons Statement

The entire project s within an existing and operating U.S.
Navy/Grumman airport facllity. No additional lond acquisi-
tion is or will be required, and no displacement or relocation
of individuals Is or will be required.

Runway Safety and Runway Protection Zone

The airport was originally deslgned to maximize runway safety
and to protect the airport operations from incompatible sur-
rounding land uses. The U.S. Navy purchased seveial thou-
sand acres of “aviation” development rights to achieve this
objective. Over the past three decades the County of Suffolk
has conducted a magjor open space acquisition program
with heavy emphasis on the air corridor between Calverton
and the Suffolk County Alrport at Westhampton. Virtually all
the land in the corridor Is now in the public domain and con-
stitutes the maximum separation and protection of residential
communities and the maximum protection of the runway
zone for the aliport 10 be found anywhere in the New Yok
Metropolitan region.

Specific Opposition Statement

Since the alrport already exists and is well buffered from all
other land uses, there Is no cument opposition. The Long
Island Regional Planning Board, however, anficipates that
opposttion will be raised by some individuals and groups in
the name of environmental concern, or opposttion from non-
growth advocates who oppose virtually every proposal from
highway improvements, industrial and/or commercial devel-
opment, and even new residential communtties. To fully com-
ply with the spiit and letter of this requirement the Long
Island Reglonal Planning Board will establish a broad-based

Citizens Advisory Council (CAC) to work with the Board and -

its consultants throughout the study. Membership will not be
selected by the Board, but will be based on volunteer mem-
bership from environmental, business, civic and governmen-
tol entities.

All studies conducted by the Long iIsland Regiondal Planning
Board are based on the strongest citzen participation possi-
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ble and call for adequate public meetings and hearings to
provide public input into the planning process. In preparation
of this grant application. a number of public presentations
have already been made by speakers from the Long lsland
Regional Planning Boord, as well as from the FAA.

BUDGET
Consuitants:
2 Principals @ $500/day for 113 days $ 56,500
1 Associate @ $350/day for 25 days 8.750
2 Senior Researches @ $280/day for 50 days 28,000
1 Computer Analyst @ $220/day for 25 days 5,500
2 Clerical @ $175/day for 35 days 6,250
$105,000
Long Island Regional Planning Board:
1 Project Director and Deputy Director
@ $400/day for 200 days $80.000
1 Administrative Asst. @ $200/day for 87 days 17,400
1 Stenographer @ $175/day for 70 days 12,250
2 Cartographers @ $250/day for 145 days 36,250
2 Chief Planners @ $275/ay for 70 days 38.500
2 Senior Planners @ $225/day for 70 days 31,500
2 Research Associates @ $250/day for 105 days 26,250
1 Demographer @ $200/day for 80 days 16,000
5 Research Analysts @ $500/day for 205 days 102,500
$360,650
Supplies:
Printing of Reports $ 17.000
Supplies 2,200
Pubhc Meetings 750
Travel 400
$ 20,350
GRAND TOTAL $ 486,000
Federal Share 437,400
State/Local Share 48,600
$ 486,000



APPENDIX D

A Droft Discussion Paper
Calvedon Airport Redevelopment

Prepared for the
North Fork Environmental Council

Prepared By
Gillham & Gander Associates, inc
107 Soulh Street
Boston, Massachuseits 02111

The following paper has been prepared for the North fork
Environmental Council at their request The paper has been
prepared by Oliver Gilham of Gillham & Gander Associ-
ates, Inc. working on a pro bono basis. The paper i in-
tended to address at a very preliminary level some of the
issues which may be associated with current proposals 10
redevelop Calverton Airport for commercial use.

Calverton Airport Redevelopment

A Discussion Paper

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to present a preliminary outiine
of the potential issues which may be associated with cur-
rent proposals for developing Calverton airport for com-
mercial aviation use. To this end. the paper is organized in
two parts: 1) the nature of the current proposal, and 2) possi-
ble environmenfal concerns associated with the proposal.
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The Cument Proposal

The exact nature of what is being proposed for Calverton is
not entirely clear at present. The April, 1991 grant applica-
fion to the FAA for the Calverton Airport Feasibility Study
and recent newspaper articles covering the subject ap-
pear to offer different versions of what is being planned.
Most of the recent newspaper articies quote vaiious propo-
nents as suggesting primarily cargo use of the airport, possi-
bly together with regional airport type passenger use
(similar to MacArthur Airport in Islip) and, perhaps. aircraft
maintenance.

On the other hand, the grant application made 1o the FAA
seems to concentrate on conversion of the airport 1o serve
as a major international air passenger transfer facility. The
implications of these two proposals are quite different, The
first proposal suggests a moderate use facility with poten-
tiglly ow levels of aircraft operations. The second proposal
suggests a major international passenger and cargo facility
like John F. Kennedy International Airport (also on Long
Island) with a very high level of aircraft operations.

One possibility suggested in a recent Newsday article by
Paul Townsend (editor of the Long Island Business News) is
short term use of Calverton as a cargo port with long term
development of the field as an international passenger
transfer facility. in this view the different scenarios become
stages in @ phased development plan. Such a strategy
probably makes the most sense from an incremental devel-
opment point of view. The level of investrnent could initiolly
be relatively small and the market for the full development
facility could be built up over a number of years, adding
major carrier routes one at a time if the market proves feasible.

This is also a potentially advantageous strategy from the
public relafions and environmental permitting point of view.
Instead of embarking upon a public environmental permit-
ting process for a major intemational passenger facifity right
from the outset (which might ecsily fail) the initial process



might be required to address only a cargo port proposal.
Passenger routes and capltal Improvements could then be
added incrementally with Individual environmental reviews.
Under such a scenarlo, the subject of the accumulated im-
pacts of a major International passenger facility might
never be fully addressed.

Because this may be an Implicit strategy (ntentionally or
unintentionally), locally involved citizens should demand
that the full bulld potential of the airport be discussed from
the outset, Or that strong, legally binding covenants be put
in ploce that would require a full and open environmental
review of the potential ultimate facliity prior to allowing any
future use of Calverton as a major passenger airport.

The paragrophs below discuss several of the various scenar-
ios mentioned in the press and in the FAA grant application.

Cargo Port/Regional Airport

A key point to consider in this concept is that a very large
percentage of alr freight is camed by passenger aircraft
either as belly-hold cargo or In combination aircraft. For ex-
omple, ot Logan International Airport in Boston (the 10th
busiest alrport in the U.S. with almost 23 miflion annual pas-
sengers in 1990), over 55% of the corgo tonnage Is caried
by possenger aircraft. Of the remainder only about 17% is
caried by all-freight carriers. The rest is divided between
the various package express type services (such as Federal
Express, United Parcel Service. etc.). Because major passen-
ger service does not appear fo be envisioned in the cargo
port scenario, it is only the all-freight canlers ond package
express fype services that would be likely to be included in
this concept. Several newspaper articles have made men-
fion of just-n-tfime assembly and manufacturing plants that
might be related to the proposed cargo port use of the air-
port, but this idec seems somewhat conlectural at this point
and would likely be dependent on the types of manufac-
turing one could affract.

A more likely scenatlo is that aggressive marketing might be
able to atract one or two all-cargo carriers at the outset,
and/or possibly some package express type activity. A diffi-
culty in this plan is Calverton’s location in the region to-
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gether with existing competition from facllities like Kennedy.
Calverton’s site at the eastern end of Long Istand places it
in an "off-of-center” position relative to the rest of the region
it is intended to serve. Kennedy and Newark, on the other
hand, are much more centrally located. It may be difficult
to persuade carriers to switch. This could be particulorly
true of package express services which may need to be
more centrally located in order to meet their scheduled
delivery times to the region. On the other hand, as Kennedy
and Newark reach ever higher ulilization levels, low opera-
tions levels and possibly less expensive facilities at Calverton
may prove appealing to some freight camiers.

However, ground access may be a major hurdle. Although
rail service is proposed to handte some of the freight traffic,
the bulk of the freight is more likely to move by fruck due to
potential for dispersed origins and destinations of goods in
the region. This is certainly likely to be the case with mail
and package express services. This means that the trucks
may have 1o travel on already congested roadwoy facili-
ties to get through New York City to the rest of the region.
Increasingly, origins nd destinations for freight traffic are
likely to follow urbonization patterns in the region which
have been trending toward increased diffusion throughout
the tii-state area. Plans mentioned 1o build new roadway
crossings aver Long Island Sound might help to solve the re-
gional access situation, but these are massive undertakings
in themselves and my not ultimately be environmentally or
financially feasible in today’s climate. One of the iast major
roadwaqy projects considered in the New York area was
Westway.

[t should also be noted that major bridge and tunnel pro-
jects can also take many years to plkan and build. Planning
work which led to Boston’s Central Artery/Tunnel project
started in the 1970°s and was based on even earlier re-
glonal highway concepts. The project Is now under design
with portions just starting construction. Final completion is
expected at the end of this decade. Thus almost 30 years
will have elapsed between the planning stage and delivery
of the project.



High speed ferry service has also been mentioned, but this
type of service seems best suited for passenger use and is
likely to be limited in capacity relative to the volume of ve-
hicutar traffic that can be moved by road.

Given these obstacles, freight traffic may be possible at
Calverton, but it may take an aggressive marketing cam-
paign and competitive pricing o make it work. The feasibil-
ity study should be asked to include a thorough review of
the probable market and likely regional origins and destina-
tions of air freight and package express throughout the
market area which might be served by a cargo port at Cal-
verton. The study should also offer a careful assessment of
competition from existing as well as other proposed air
cargo ports in the region.

The FAA has recently given aftention to the potential for
joint use of McGuire Air Force Base in New Jersey for com-
mercial air passenger and cargo traffic. it is possible that
such a facility might offer betfter access to portions of the
region than Calverton and its potential effect on the mar-
ket should be carefully studied in the feasibility report.

if freight carriers can be attracted to Calverton, it should
also be borne in mind that many of these carriers tend to
use older and hence noisier planes which often operate at
night. Thus the noise impacts from such a use may not be
inconsiderable. A full assessment of the likely impacts
should be included in the feasibility report.

Maintenance Faciiity

Buiiding a major aircraft maintenance center at Calverton
might be an attractive possibility. Such a use would prob-
ably not be likely to generate high operations levels and
might involve relatively little ground teaffic. Also the use
could be quite attractive from the employment perspec-
five. However, the marketing issue is also important here. In
order to make it work a major airine would probably have
to be attracted to the site. The proximity of Kennedy and
Calverton’s location on the Atlantic rim could potentially
be aftractive fo some camiers. although some mainte-
nance work already takes place at Kennedy. On the other
hand, location criteria can differ depending on the carrier.
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The criteria can be economic or may have to do with
where the carier's major operations are centered.

In terms of employment, the facility study should address
whether other existing maintenance centers in the region
would be replaced by new centers at Calverton, thus af-
fecting employment elsewhere in the region. such as in
Queens.

If the Calverton site is considered for maintenance use, the
impacts to the undetlying aquifer should be carefully con-
sidered in this case for what will essentially be an industrial
use which may involve such activities as painting of aircraft.
General Aviation/Hegional Airport

As a regional carrier in the mold of MacArthur Airport in
Islip, Calverton might also be successful. Major issues could
include competition with existing service at MacArthur and
with East Hampton Airport as well as other local General
Aviation (GA) facilities. Calverton coud also serve as a
high-quality GA facility for private aircraft, including recrea-
tional aircraft. business jets and possibly flight schools. Such
a scenario could generate fairly significant operations lev-
els, particularly in the summer, and noise, particulardy from
helicopters and business jets could become an issue, espe-
cially if combined with cargo activities. Calverton Airport is
currently surrounded by relatively large fracts of undevel-
oped land which could help to limit potential noise impacts
if land controls were put in place to contain future devel-
opment.

International Passenger Transfer Airport

This scenario clearly has the most far-reaching implications
for the eastern end of Long Island, especially in terms of
long term land use. Essentially this concept involves devel-
oping an airport geared primarily toward the transfer of
passengers from international flights to an array of domestic
flights headed for different U.S. cities. It is basically similar to
the hub and spoke systems that occwr at Atianta, Dal-
las/Fort Worth and O'Hare in Chicago. only in this case it
would be tailored specifically toward international passen-
gers and carriers. This concept seems to be closely associ-
ated with the 'wayports’ idea advanced in the 1980's



which Identifled the possible need for up to ten major new
transfer facliities In the U.S. However, there may be some
question as to whether this need still exists. The wayports
concept was largely o product of the 1980°s when, follow-
Ing deregulation. the number of aitines expanded dramati-
cally oand the alrfines developed new hub and spoke
netwaorks throughout the country to respond to the new
business environment,

In the 1990°s the Industry picture has changed consider-
ably. A number of major cartiers have been consolidated
while others have gone out of business altogether. it is quite
possible that these industry changes have reduced the
need for new hub facllities, perhaps calling into question
the need for large new hub dirports in the near future. Re-
cent arlicles in the Wall Street Journal and elsewhere have
seriously questioned the need for many of the airport con-
struction projects now in progress as well as those still in the
planning stage or about to enfer the planning stage.

This concern Is all $he more critical in the New York region
since New York already has international transfer aisports at
Kennedy and to o lesser extent at Newark. At Kennedy.
close to one third of the passengers are changing planes.
In fact, a major International aiport of Calverton could be
in direct competition with facilities at Kennedy (which are
more central to the reglon) and it may be difficult to con-
vince magjor camers to relocate.

Furthermore, If the transfer carriers to be located at Calver-
ton do not relocate from Newark or Kennedy, then where
will the new services come from? If the transfer market Is
primarily what is being sought, then perhaps it may be pos-
sible to atiract some of the share from other Northeast air-
ports such as Boston/Logan where Northwest Airlines
presently does some intermational/domestic transfer activ-
ity. However carnlers serving Boston, Philadelphia or Wash-
ington are also serving origin/destination fraffic to these
cities and may not be interested in relocating. The feasibil-
ity study should provide a careful analysis of these types of
issues.

Contrary to a “fleld of dreams’ types of hypothests, experi-
ence has shown that simply buliding a new airport does not
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always attract the hoped for levels of activity. Exampiles of
such behavior include Mirabel in Montreal, a major carrier
airport which was built ot great expense only 1o meet very
iItHe demand. Closer to home, Dulles Intaernational Airport in
Washington, D.C. has taken many more years to develop
market share than anyone ever anficipated when it was
originally built,

Professor Richard DeNeufville. a world renown authority on
airport systems planning and Chaiman of the Technology
and Policy Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology has written extensively on the subject of adding alr-
port capacity to mehlopolitan regions. In his 1984 paper
entified Planning Multiple Airports In a Metropolitan Region,
Dr. DeNeufville states:

It is one thing to conclude that a second dirport is o logical
means to provide additional capacity, quite another to
know what role this facility will perform in a mutti-airport sys-
tem. Indeed. we cannot simply create additional airport
capacity anywhere in the mefropolitan area and expect
that it will be used.....Errors In the development of multiair-
port systerms abound. Montreai/Mirabel is a classic example
of an airport built inappropriately. Washington/Dulles is an-
other. In both cases lorge airports were built about 20 miles
from the cilty center, when the major airport was within 5
miles. In both cases the stated objective was to develop
the dominant, intemational airport for the region. And in
both cases the vision was not realized. Montreal/Mirabel,
the large new dirport, is inactive compared to the down-
town airport of Montreal/Dorval.  Likewise, Washing-
ton/Dulles ranks o poor third in  traffic behind
Washington/Nationol and Baltimore-Washingfon. As of 1981
it served only about 11% of the Washington air traffic. Re-
markably it even lost traffic (-16%) and market share (14% to
11%) from 1973 to 1981, despite the overall increase in fraf-
fic in the region.

There & no assurance that ..... future increases in air raffic will
necessarily justify the investment. The evidence is otherwise.

Since Calverton s aid to be almost 70 miles from Manhat-
tan and Is even further from other portions of the market re-
glon, the problems associated with developing market

......



share may be even more severe than at Mirabel or Dulles.
Of course international airlines could be forced to relocate
if international custorms and immigration facilities were only
available at Calverton. but doing this would mean shutting
down Kennedy and Newark to international fraffic and es-
sentially relocating these regional functions to Caiverton,
with all the consequent impacts that such a move would
generate.

It could be argued that growth in passenger and cargo
traffic alone will evenfually create the need for a fourth re-
gional jetport in the New York area regardiess of whether it
is an international hub or combines international and do-
mestic travel in both transfer and Of0 modes. The key
questions here are when and under what conditions might
such a facility be needed, what is the best location for such
a facility and how will it work with the rest of the regional
airport system?

None of these questicns can be easily answered and
should properly be the subject of a different study than the
one which is being proposed for Calverton. A fourth major
airport study should examine the regional airport system as
a whole, its total capacity. markets served, and future fore-
casts of regional passenger and cargo activity. The study
should also concentrate on identification and evaluation of
all the potential sites for a fourth major jetport which might
exist in the region - only one of which might be Calverton.
Site evaluations should include an assessment of retative
market share, access. aeronautical factors, construction
cost, economic impacts, environmental impacts (including
tand use) and other factors.

Such a study should also focus on timing. The need for a
fourth magjor jetport coud exist within next 10 years, or
could be 20 or even 30 or more years away. Although fore-
casts of activity will be needed to make such assessments.
the track record of forecasts is very dim due to the large
number of variables and assumptions involved. As Dr.
DeNeufville wrote in his recent paper Understanding and
Using Forecasts:

Forecasts are necessary for planning, for decision making.
and for any review and understanding of the prospective
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choices. Planning. as a profession, focuses specifically on
hying 10 deal constructively with possible futures. Decision-
makers need a clear perspective on the likely conse-
quences of their opfions. Discussions of alternative plans
likewise routingly resolve into debates about whether the
most appropriate forecasts were considered.

Unfortunately, however, forecasts are inevitably inexact
and debatable. A prediction is not a fact that can be un-
ambiguously measured. The number of passengers ten
years hence at any airport is not something anyone can
know in advance, or can calculate in the same way we
can compute the speed of a car or weigh its load on a
bridge. All forecasts are estimates, based on expectations
about other factors, derived from some assumptions.

Any forecast of future fraffic is based on a house of cards. It
can be criticized by using different assumptions, and com-
ing up with a different forecast. And that new forecast in
turn is equally vuinerable to criticism. No forecast con be
proven to be right in advance. This is the reality that good
planners recognize.

Changes in the cartier industry. including the number of
carriers. their fleets and their route structure are among the
factors which can aoffect a given forecast. as are eco-
nomic cycles and changes in technology. Such changes
can also affect the fraffic picture and capacity assump-
tions about existing airports. For example, changes in the
number of carriers. the fleet mix (lypes and size of aircraft),
load factors (the number of passengers the airplanes
carry). peak spreading (the spreading out of peak hour ac-
tivities over a longer period) and air traffic control technol-
ogy (which can affect the number of planes which can
land in an howr in vardaus weather conditions) can all act to
greally change assumptions about the capacity of an ex-
isting airport. If these factors are assumed 1o move in a par-
ticuar direction they con act to greatly increase the
assumed capacity of a given airport. Reducing or eliminat-
ing general aviation operations (small private aircraft shae-
ing the runways with large commerciat jets) can increase
passenger and cargo throughput capacity still fusther.



New carler services at other existing alrports near to the
metropolltan reglon could also act to reduce demand at
New York over time. The Infroduction of a major interna-
Honat carrler at Bradley International Alrport in Hartford has
been discussed for a number of years. If this were to occur,
It could act to reduce demand from the Connecticut and
Upstate New York portions of the reglonal intemational air
travel market. Additional international service at Philadel-
phia might have a similar effect on portions of the New Jer-
sey market.

The combined effect of increased service at other North-
east airports plus changes In peak use, aircraft fleet mix,
load factors, air traffic control, and airfield use could all act
together to create substantial increases in the passenger
and cargo throughput of the three existing rajor airports in
the region for many years to come without requiring new
runways or dirfleld space.

For example. Boston’s Logan Alrport, which is generally
considered to be approaching (or to have reached) air-
field capaclty conditions is currently handling about 23 mil-
lion annual passengers. It is projected that measures simiiar
to some of those mentioned above could allow Logan to
handle up to 45 million passengers per year under the right
conditions. This would represent a significant increase in
passenger traffic without adding any new runways.

Even with such measures, f may still be likely over time that
increased travel demand In the reglon combined with con-
straints at existing aimports witl requre that new cirport ca-
pacity be added to the New York metopolitan region at
some peint In the future. This potential need should best be
addressed In a study of the regional airport system as dis-
cussed above. The reglonal system study shouid take also
into account the potential effect of planned new high
speed rail and other inftiatives on the regional alrport sys-
tem. Following such a study. if need can be determined, a
siting study should be conducted which reviews the type of
airport needed and Identifies and evaluates all the poten-
tial sites In the tri-state area which might serve such a pur-
pose. The study shodd Include such sites as McGure Alr
Force Base In New Jersey which is currently under investiga-
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tion as a candidate for potential air passenger and cargo
use. Because long term forecasts of future air travel activity
are largely debatable, the siting study might best be under-
taken with an eye toward land-banking a site somewhere
in the region for this future potential need.

A study to determine the need for a fourth major dgirport in
the New York area and ¢ siting study should including an in-
vestigation of the considerations mentioned above should
properly be conducted before any decision is made to
create a magjor jetport at Calverton. After dll. it may turn
out that Calverton is not the best location for such a facility
when compared with other paossibilities.

If it were to be determined that additional regional dirport
capacity are needed at some point in the futwre and. if
Kennedy and/or Newark are not be reploced by some new
airport. the market question remains. Calverton is not cen-
trally locoted to its regional market and therefore may be
very difficult for much of the region to use. If all the passen-
gers were simply transferring to other plones this might not
be an issue. However, not all of the passengers are likely to
simply be transferring. It may well turn out that to function
properly in the regional systern, a fourth major jetport will
have to include a substantial portion of origin/destination
(O/D) fraffic.

There are also important industry considerations as well. Air-
lines generally choose hub locations where there is also a
reasonable share of O/D traffic in order to make their busi-
ness work. Even at Atlanta where 70% of the passengers
were changing planes in the 1980’s. the remalning 30% of
the traffic was O/D. At other major hubs the percentage of
transfer traffic is often less than 50% of the total. Thus, even
under the wayport concept, It is likely that some percent-
age of the passenger traffic at Calverton would probably
have to be O/D and would require convenient access to
the reglonal passenger market or the alrlines may not be
atfracted to the facility.

Although a rail link to New York City has been discussed. it
should be borne in mind that the largest mode share of
ground transportation Is likely to be vehicular in nature and
most likely by low-cccupancy vehicles. Again, this is likely to



be the case because of the increasingly dispersed origins
and destinations within the region. At Kennedy Airport
{(which Is closer to New York City) 67% of all passengers used
private auto, taxi or rental car in 1987 to access the airport.
33% used bus or limo. At Boston/Logan, about 7-8% of air-
port passengers use the mass transit rail link to the airport. In
Philadeiphia. where there is a commuter rail line connect-
ing directly fo the airport terminals and providing connec-
tions to the entire Philadelphia commuter rail system. less
than 1% of the O/D passengers used the rail line in fiscal
year 1991, In Ewope (where there are arguably the best rail
connections to girports in the world) about 15% of the peo-
ple accessing Frankfurt Airport on a typical peak day used
public transport according to a 1986 press kit published by
Flughafen Frankfurt, Public transport at frankfurt includes
not only rail lines connecting directly 10 the terminal and
linking the airport with commuter rail and the national rait-
way system but also extensive bus service as well. Thus the
actual rail share is probably some smaller percentage of
the total public transport share.

Furthermore, airport employees are very likely 1o use private
auto as the major access mode to a major girport at Cal-
verton due 1o shift change requirements and other factors.
For exampie at Logan Airport in Boston an estimated 9.600
employees commuted to the airport in 1990 and 85% of the
employees used private auto to get to work.

Private aufos, taxis. rental cars, bus and limo are likely to
handle the majority of passengers not transferring at Cal-
verton. If the goal is to reduce the number of passengers in
low-occupancy vehicles then the most likely answer will
probably be to increase the percentage of passengers us-
ing bus and limo. This is likely because bus and imo are the
modes which are most readily able to address the dis-
persed origins problem by utilizing route planning and/or re-
mote parking lots and terminals.

All of these airport users will have to fravel on what is al-
ready a highly congested roadway netwaork. and for many
users the frip to Calverton may mean traveling through or
around New York City to get there.
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Additionally. to work well as a major hub faciity, the exist-
ing runway configuration will probably not be adequate.
Ideally. a major facility of this type should have fully inde-
pendent dual parakel runways with cross wind capability
avaikable as well. The curtent "Open V' configuration does
not meet this requirement. To have two independent run-
ways reguires a separation of the two parallel runways by
at least 4,300 feet. This can probably be achieved at Cal-
verton but it may involve dfilizing the cemetery lands as
well as some of the adjoining parkland which may entail
Section 4(f) impacts.

In order to properly address the feasibility question, the cur-
rent study should be asked to present a very careful and
thorough assessment of the need for a major international
passenger facility if that is what is being planned. The study
shouid include a complete analysis of the market for such a
facility and how it will work together with the other thiee
major airporis in the region. The study should be asked 1o
very thoroughly address ground transportation and re-
gional location issues as well as airfield operations and run-
way configuration. Additionally. the study should ideally be
treated as but one component of a wider regional airport
siting analysis.

Finally., an international transfer jetport can have very sig-
nificant environmental impacts, a few of which are summa-
rized befow.

Environmental Considerations

This section concentrates on outlining what some of the
principal environmental considerations surrounding the de-
velopment of a major jetport at the Calverton site might be.

Noise

Noise is usually first on the list of environmental impacts that
people think about when a new jetport is being consid-
ered, althaugh the noise issue may in fact be fess of a con-

cermn at some sites when compared with other
considerations such as long tesm changes to regionat land



use patterns. Nolse Impacts are frequently described in
terms of total cumulative noise exposure to Individuals. This
Is generally expressed as the yearly day-night average
sound level or "YDNL” (also expressed as Ldn). The Ldn
value Is a single number descriptor of the ime varying nolse
energy occurring over a 24-hour perlod, with a weighting
factor for the human sensltivity to nolse during the nighttime
period, (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM).

Lan was developed and introduced as a single method for
predicting the effects on a population of the average long-
term exposure to noise. After many years of study and ap-
plication, the Ldn Is generally considered a workable and
efficient tool for use In girport and fand use planning and in
relating aircraft noise to community reaction. This descriptor
is used in dgiport environmental assessments ond is the
specified descriptor in Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regu-
lations, Part 150 (14 CFR Part 150), which govemns the FAA's
noise and lond use compatibllity planning process. Criti-
cisms of this descriptor have included questions about how
well it accounts for single event nolse produced by unique
and/or particularly nolsy operations such as helicopter
fights.

Land use compatibility guidance is provided by the FAA
which relates the nolse levels expressed by the contours to
various land use types experiencing that noise. The 65 Ldn
contour remains the contour threshold significance. Table 1
is a reprint from 14 CFR Part 150 which compares land uses

and noise levels.

In order to make some very rough preliminary comparisons,
Figures 1 and 2 show hypothetical noise contours for a 30
million annual passenger jefport supermposed on a 1984
USGS map of the Calverton site assuming two possible run-
way configurations. These templates are based on those
used in the site screening phase of the recent Second Ma-
jor Airport Stting Study In Massachusetts. They are based on
hypothetical projections of annual operations and fleet mix
variables for a projected major Intemational and domestic
airport. For comparison purposes, Kennedy Airport proc-
essed just over 30 milion annual passengers in 1987. The
runway configurattons shown are also totally hypothetical,
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but the configurations do show fully independent dual par-
altel runways. Obviously, more study would be required to
determine the actual preferred runway orientation based
on a study of the local wind rose and other aeronautical
and meteorological factors. However this exercise helps to
give a very preliminary rough ldea of areas which might be
offected by noise from a maijor jetport in this location. The
feasibility study should be asked to address this issue in
more detail.

As can be seen, Calverton's buffered location surrounded
by large tracts of undeveloped land tends to limit the ef-
fect of noise, There appear to be relatively few areas of
densely developed residential or other highly noise sensitive
land uses within the contouwrs. From the noise point of view
Calverton might score relatively welt as an airport site. Ad-
ditionally the contours shown here reflect contemporary
fieet mix conditions with a certain percentage of Stage 2
(noisier) aircraft. New regulations call for complete conver-
sion of all commercial adircraft to Stage 3 or better in the
early part of the next century, atthough it is widely thought
that the industry may seek to delay implementation of the
new rules as the date approaches. Conversion to Stage 3
will diamatically reduce potential poise contours as shown
in Figure 3 which depicts how an all Stage 3 fieet mix might
reduce the area covered by the 65 Ldn contour for the hy-
pothefical runway configuration shown in Figure 2.

Nonetheless. under prevailing fleet conditions it is possible
that portions of such residential areas as Wading River may
be heavily affected by noise, depending on final runway
configiration. The same may be true of the Brookhaven
National Laboratory.

Current FAA regulations fist park land as a noise compatible
use but make no mention of how wildiife preserve areas
shoud be treated.

Traffic

In the full development scenario ground fraffic is likely to be
a key concern, Major dirports are widely recognized to be
very large scale traffic generators. Traffic on an average
weekday at Logan Aiport in Boston amounted to 86,000



TABLE 1

Land Use Compatibliity
—Yaearty day-night average sound level, Lay, in decibels—
Below 65 65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 Over 85

Residential
Residential other than mob#e homes and transient lodgings
Mobile home park
Transient lodgings

Public Use
Schools

Hospitals and nursing homes
Churches, auditoriums, and concen hals
Governmental services
Transportation
Parking
Commercial Use
Oftices, business and professional ;
Wholesale & retai-building materials, hardware & farm equipment -
Retail trade-general vy
Utilities
Communication
Manufacturing and Production
Manufacturing general
Photographic and optical
Agricullure (except lfivestock) and forestry
Livestock farming and breeding
Mining and tishing, resource production and exraction
Recreational
Ouldoor spons arenas and spéectator sports
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters
Nature exhibits and zoos
Amusements, parks, resorls and camps
Golf courses, nding stables and water recreation

Key to Tabie 1 Numbers in parentheses refer 1o notes on next page

Y(yes)= Land yse and ralated structures compatible without restrictions

N{No}= Land use and celaled suuclures are not compatible and should be prohibited

NLA - Noise Leval Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be ackieved through incorporation of noise attanuation into the design and constracton of the structure.

25,30, or 35= Land useé and refated structures generatly compalible; measures 1o achieve outdoor-to-indoor Noise Level Reduckion of 25,30 or 35 d8 must be
incarpotated into design and construclion of struclure.

Source: Tule 14, Cods of Faderal Regulations, Part 150.
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"The designations contalned in this table do not constitute
o Federal determination that any use of land covered by
the program is acceptable or unacceptable under Fed-
eral, State. or local law. The responsibility for determining
the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relation-
ship between specific properties and specific noise con-
tours rests with the local authorlties. FAA determinations
under Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally de-
termined land uses for those determined to be appropriate
by local authorities In response o locally determined needs
and values in achieving noise compatible land uses.

Notes For Table 1

(1) Where the community determines that residential or
school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor
to indoor Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least 25 dB and
30 dB should be incorporated into bullding codes and be
considered an individudat gpprovals. Normal residential con-
struction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus.
the reduction requirements ore often stated a5 5, 10 or 15
dB over standard construction and normailly assume me-
chanical ventilation ond closed windows year round. How-
ever, the use of NLR criterla will not eliminate cutdoor noise
problems.

(2) Measuwres to ochieve NLR 25 dB must be incorporated
into the design and construction of portions of these buid-
ings where the pubkc is received. office areas, noise sensi-
tive areas of where the normal nolse level is fow.

(4) Measures to achleve NLR 35 dB must be incomporated
into the design and construction of portions of these buitd-
ings where the public is recelved. cffice areas, noise sensi-
tive areas or whete the normal level is low.

(5) Lond use compatible provided special sound reinforce-
ment systems ore installed.

(6) Residential bulidings require an NLR of 25.
(M Residentiol buidings require and NLR of 30.
(8) Residential buildings not permitted.
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vehicles in 1990. Alrport traffic poses one of the most serlous
impacts to the immediately surrounding area and to a re-
gion as a whole. Even with a high-speed rail ink a new In-
ternational aiport at full scale operation is lkkely to have a
major effect on the existing roadway system adding con-
siderable traffic to major highways which are already highly
congested. Issues assoclated with trafflc and the rait link
have already been discussed above at some iength. The
feasibllity study should be asked to provide forecast mode
split dota together with traffic assignments ond level of
service assessments for the major roadways serving the air-
port and the region.

Air Quality

Major jetports generally have negative effects on air qual-
ity. These effects include jet fumes which adversely affect
air qualify. Usually more important, however, is the effect of
all the new ground troffic on air qudlity. It is the cars and
trucks which degrade air guality the most around many air-
ports. This is particularly the case when traffic reaches con-
gested levels and is slow moving., Major pollutants include
carbon monoxide. hydrocarbons, particulate and oxides of
nitrogen.

Water Quality

A major jetport at the Calverton site might have very seri-
ous impacts on drinking water quality. All of Nassau and
Suffolk Counties re designated by the EPA as @ sole source
aquifer. Maps from a draft ground water study conducted
by the New York State Department of Environmental Con-
servation show that the Calverton site lies right over what
the state considers to be a major groundwater recharge
protection area. A droft study by the Long Island Regional
Planning Board (LIRPB) entitled Special Groundwater Pro-
tection Area Project also identifies the area around the air-
port as belonging to the Central Suffolk Special
Groundwater Protection District (SGPA). Based on a review
of these sources, the airport site appears 1o lie directly over
one of the principal groundwater rechorge areas of an
aquifer system that provides drinking woter 1o major por-
tions of Suffolk County. Furthermore, according to the
LIRP8's draft report. this area is also considered to be an



Figure 1

Calverion Airport
Hypothetical Noise
Conlours

Conligurailon A

Contemporary Fleel Mix

NOTE: The rmety ootiigulatlon and mobs
oniows shomo en ths map ars pw ely hypo-
Praiical sad ord Muput 102 Bireh Siive puo -

@

APP-30



e

i

e : iz

I
.I.WP.I o H
RN il
ss v = 3 li

FHH Hlii

S 2B: §¢ :

g 88 S &

ADD_NY



Figure 3

Calverton Alrpor!
Hypothetical Noise
Conlours

Cenliguralion B

" ]¢ an siage 3 Fleet Mix

MHOIE: The runeuy coaligurstion snd nche
ontour thown 0N This map ea purady hypa-
Mot and sre shawn box By shive gax-

@




area of critical environmental concern. The report goes on
to quote Section 55 of the New York Environmental Conser-
vation Low:

For the purposes of this article “speciat groundwater pro-
tection area” shaill be classified as a critical area of enwvi-
ronmental concern as used under article eight of this
chapter.

This section of the law baslcally requires that more stringent -

environmental review procedures be applied to projects
within such areas.

Inrespect to ground water resources the Calverton site ap-
pears in some respects to resemble Camp Edwards/Otis Alr
Force Base on Cape Cod which has comparable geology.
Two sites on that complex were considered as possible
candidates for a second major airport in Massachusetts.
However the location of Cape Cod's sole source aquifer
under the sites was considered an important deterrent to
major airport use. The Camp Edwards sites were located on
relatively higher ground than many of the surounding com-
munities. In a series of environmental studies conducted for
the military ground water was generally found to flow
downhill from Camp Edwards to wells in the surounding
communities. In the past, this bas led to contamination
problems in wells in adjoining Falmouth. (Traces of effluent
from the sewage treatment plant at Otis Alr Base were
found in one of the town wells.) A major study of elevated
cancer rates In the Upper Cape areqa is also underway, |t
has been suggested that there may be links between haz-
ardous waste sltes on Otis and the elevated cancer rates in
the areq, although no linkoage has yet been established.

Unlike Camp Edwards, Calverton oppears to lie at a some-
what lower elevation than some of the surmounding fand,
placing the airport within the Peconic River system. This
could mean that run-off from the facllity could potentially
aoffect the Peconic watershed system which leads info Pe-
conic Bay, as well as wells lying within or neor this system.
Because the site is over a deep flow recharge areq, run-off
could eventually aoffect an even wider area due to the na-
ture of groundwater fliow pattemns in the aquifer system.
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EPA designation as a sole source aquifer means that the
federal EPA review will be required for any federally assisted
projects on the oquifer (hence In all of Nassau and Suffolk
Counties) to assess thelr potential for contaminating the
aquifer. This review could prevent a commitment of federai
funding or could cause a redesign of the project. It is highly
likely that federal funding will be required for Calverton. In
fact federal funding is already being received for the cur-
rent feasibility study effort.

Designation of the area as an SGPA s also a key concern,
As the Long Islond Regional Planning Board's draft report
Special Groundwater Protection Area Project states:

These areas (SGPA's) are significant, largely undeveloped
or sparsely developed geogrophic areas of Long Island
that provide recharge to portions of the deep flow aquifer
system. There is urgent need to maintain them as sources of
high quality recharge. They represent a unique, final oppaor-
tunity for comprehensive, preventive management to pre-
clude or minimize land use activities that can have a
deleterious impact on groundwater. Therefore. the protec-
tion of groundwater in these areas is a first-order priority.

Expanded airport facilities at Calverton could affect
groundwater resources in a number of ways. These could
include reduction of recharge due to construction and
paving overpumpage of water to serve new airport facili-
ttes and degradation of groundwaoter guality.

Potentlal poliutants which could degrade water quaiity In-
clude fuel leaks from fuel storage and fueling operations on
the airport, airport sewage treatrment effluent. stform water
run-off from the runways and access roads including salt
ond/or other de-icing chemicals used on the runways and
roadways as well os metallic compounds, and de-icing
chemicals used on the aircraft including ethylene and pro-
pylene glycols. According to the recently published Boston-
Logan Airport Draft Generic Environmental impact Report,
ethylene glycdl is considered a moderately toxic substance
when undiluted. Atthough propylene glycol is considered
non-foxic It has a higher biological oxygen demand (BOD)
and may therefore tend to deplete oxygen in receiving



waters. This could have negative consequences for the wa-
ters leading into Peconic Bay.

Section 4(f) Impacts

Federal statutes administered by the U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT, known as Section 4(f) protect cer-
tain types of public park. conservation and recreation land
as well as historic property- USDOT and FAA guidelines are
quite stringent with respect to Section 4(f).

Specifically, Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act prohibits the use
of land from a significant publicly owned park, recreation
area, wildlife refuge, or kand from any significant historic site
uniess the Secretary of Transportation or his designee deter-
rmines that (@) there are no feasible and prudent altema-
tivaes to the use of the land from the property; and that (D)
the proposed action includes alt possible planning to mini-
mize harm to the property which might result from the pro-
posed use.

In order to support a case for development of the land,
documentation must be submifted which shows that there
are unique problems or unusual factors involved in the use
of alternatives that avoid the properties. or that the cost,
social and environmental impacts. or community disruption
resulting from the alternatives reach extraordinary magni-
tudes.

Depending how the airport is planned, it may require use or
faking of some of the surrounding recreafional properties
and wildlife areas. These may fall under Section 4(f). The al-
ternatives requirements can be quite stingent, requiring
the proponent patentially o describe why no other alterna-
tive use for this site is viable and/or why no other viable site
for an airport is possible for the region.

Wetlands

Wetlands are considered to be one of the key indicators of
a site’s sensitivity to development activities. At the federal
level wetlands are regulated under Section 404(b)(1) of the
Clean Water Act, both the EPA and the Army Corps of Engi-
neers (ACOE) provide close scrutiny of a project’s potential
impacts on wetlands. There are also state regulations re-

APP-34

garding wetlands. Most requilations are aimed at preven-
tion of loss of wetlands.

At Calverton, a study of avaiiable USGS mapping shows
that there are a series of wetlands and ponds o the south
of the dirfield. These appear to be associated with the Pe-
conic River system. Depending on the type of improve-
ments which may be required to the airfield to handle
projected operations, it is possible that there may be some
impact to these wetlands.

Rare Species/Ecosystems

A New York Department of State (INYDOS) Coastal Fish &
Wildlife Habitat Rating Form shows the Peconic River as a
rare ecosystem which contains such vulnerable species as
figer satamander and spotted turtle. According to the Long
Island Regional Planning Board's draft report Special
Groundwater Protection Area Project many rare and en-
dangered species can be found in or near the extensive
Peconic River wetland system. Pages from that report
documenting some of these species are included in Ap-
pendix A to this paper. Additionally the report states that
New York State has designated the Peconic River and ifs
environs as @ Wild, Scenic. and recreational River, and NY-
DOS has designated it as a Significant Fish and Wildlife
Habitat.

Calverton airport is aiso located within Long Island’s Central
Pine Barrens, a unique ecosystem which is currently the fo-
cus of a preservation inifiative.

Employment Impacts

Although a number of employment figures have been
cited. it should be borne in mind that these jobs may not
materialize for some time. Just 10 get a cargo port operat-
ing may take 5 to 10 years to clear environmental approv-
als. do the necessary design and construction, establish
markeis and aftract caniers. All this will do very little for jobs
tat are being Jost this year. A major international jetport will
take much longer to put in place with the tract record be-
ing anywhere from 10 to 20 years or more.



Another Important conslderation is whether the Jobs cre-
ated at Calverton will be new jobs or relocation of Jobs
which presently elsewhere In the reglon. Tis is an important
consideration for each of the different scenarios: for pas-
senger service, cargo and maintenance. If any of fhe new
activities established at Calverton mean establishing mar-
ket share ot the expense of other existing airports in the re-
Qion then, similarly, the new jobs at Calverton may come at
the expense of existing Jobs In Queens and New Jersey.

The feasibillty report should contain a complete analysis of
this key issue.

Land Use

Land use may be the single most important category of im-
pact when considering the type of change which can be
brought about by a major alport. Of principal concern are
the induced land use Impacts which may be expected
over time. Induced development can be characterzed os
secondary and tertiary development which occurs as are-
sult of having a major airport nearby.

Secondary development can take many forms but fre-
quently consists of such uses as cargo-related (such as
wareghousing and freight forwarders), package express
services, rental car uses, commercial office. fight industrial
and hotet uses which spring up In close proximity to the air-
port, This type of secondary development can substantially
change the character of an area for several miles sur-
rounding an alrport, frequently resuting in displacement of
existing uses.

A new airport can aiso act to spur other development fur-
ther away as corporate headquarters and other maijor fa-
cilities to whom akport proximity is important choose
locations within a convenient distance from the alrport.
These developments may, in tun, spur the growth of new
homes as people move closer to new employment centers.
New roads may be bullt and existing ones expanded to ac-
commodate Increased activity. The general trend is likely to
be toward Increased urbanization throughout the area. The
secondary development which directly adjoins the airport
can grow up relatively quickly and can mean a dispropor-
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fionate shock of change occurring over o short period of
time in the iImmediately surounding area.

The combination of both types of induced development
can have profound teglonal impacts in terms of gradually
increasing development density area-wide together with
increased fraffic and other concomitant effects. This trend
toward increased usbanization con be imevocable. Clearly.
a decision to site a major airport in Eastern Long island has
very broad land use implications. In fact, if nothing is done
to control future land use impacts, the decision may be
considered tantamount to adopting a policy of increased
urbanization of the eastern end of the iskand along the
same pattern as the westem end. It is this very policy issue
which seems to be at the core of the Calverton question.
Idedlly. long range land use policy for Eastern Long Island
should be established in a forum with broad public parici-
pation cimed at achieving a consensus about future land
use. This forum should address the basic question of
whether the East End should be allowed to develop on the
pafttern of the West End or should be preserved as a re-
gional recreational and ural/environmental resource.
These questions should be resolved before any decision Is
made about an aliport at Calverton.

Policy and other questions aside, if for whatever reasons an
aiport must be sited at Calverton, there are a number of
actions that should be considered to manage fulure
growth. To the extent that much of the development can
be kept within the proposed airport footprint, the better are
the chances for controlling it and crecting buffers between
the spin~off development ond surrounding uses.

The opportunities for control con be increased by reserving
special areas or zones around the airport specifically for the
purpose of accommodating expected spin-off develop-
ment. Plans can be made o channel traffic from these ar-
eas through major girport access roads directly to limited
access highways, keeplng it off of locdl streets and roads.
Advantage can also be taken of mass transit systems (bus
and rafl) which may serve the airport,

Land within these specifically designated growth manage-
ment zones could be controlled through local zoning or



other means such as direct acquisition and sale or lease.
Transfer of deveiopment rights (TDR's) or other incentive
means such as tax increment financing are other methods
which are sometimes considered. Aggressive marketing
combined with strict controls elsewhere can be used to
channel other, tertiary development to these zones as well.
Development of broader surounding areas could be con-
trolied by zoning on the agricultural model, perhaps imiting
development to residential or agricultural use at the iate of
one dwelling unit per 25 acres. Combination of this type of
zoning with TDR’'s for development within managed zones
might be an alternative worth pursuing if a magjor commer-
cial girport must be sited at Caiverton.

tach of these initiatives may require complex coordination
efforts and legal agreements between private owners, 10-
cal municipalities. the county. the state and even the fed-
eral government.

Preliminary Conclusions

There are several fentative conclusions about the project
which may be advanced at this early stage. First. what is
the current proposal for Calverton? It seems possible that
what is being proposed is a phased development plan in-
volving immediate use of the facility as a cargo port/re-
gional girport/maintenance center with 1ong term plans for
a major international airport. If this is the case. then the po-
tential for the ultimate development phase should be
openly examined from the outset together with expected
environmental impacts and land use consequences. [f this
is not what is uitimately envisioned then legally binding
covenants of some kind should be considered to prevent
any such future outcome without adeguate public and en-
vironmenfat review.

For each and every one of the different scenarios pro-
posed for the airport a thorough market analysis should be
conducted which fully addresses Calverton’s location in
the region and the effect of other existing competing cen-
ters. The study should also address the airport and airfield
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configuration, planned operations, levels, passenger traffic
levels and other data mentioned above in order to fully as-
sess the feasibility and market for the proposal. Additionally.,
if phased development is actually planned, than the study
must be asked 1o present and analyze In detail the ultimate
plan including its market feasibility, costs and environ-
mental impacts, as stated above.

The cargo port, regional qirport and international jetport
concepts all share difficulties of competition from well es-
tablished existing centers as well as an off-of-center loca-
tion with difficult regional access. In addition to existing
centers, there may also be the question of competition
from potential new centers such as McGuire Air Force base
in New Jersey. The maintenance center idea may be a
workable concept for Calverton with positive employment
benefits and patentially limited impacts. However, any such
concept shouwd be carefully evaluated for potential im-
pacts fo the aquifer system.

Each of the scenarios under discussion may have important
environmental consequences. The international transfer jet-
port will have the greatest impacts. Furthermore, if the mar-
ket should prove feasible for the international fransfer
concept that somehow does not take market share from
existing facilities at Newark and Kennedy. then this may
mean estabfishing new transfer routes and services that
presently do not exist in the New York region. Some of these
new aclivities may have to be attracted from other North-
east airports. Such an outcome coud act to concenfrate
the impacts of intermatfional jet activity for much of the
Northeast Corridor on Long Iskand which is already home fo
two major jetports handling a total of over 50 million pas-
sengers per year.

While the need for a new purely Internationat transfer air-
port on Long Island may be questioned, it is entirely possible
that, in the long term, a fouth magjor jetport for the New
York area may be required to meet ever increasing levels of
regional air travel demand. It is quite possible that such a
facility may offer both domestic and international service
and may include both O/D and transfer activities. The need
for such a facility shouid ideally be the focus of a regional



airport system study. Should need be determined, the sys-
tem study should logically be followed by a siting study
which would identify and evaluate all the potential sites for
such a facility in the tri-state region. Such a study should be
done prior to making any decision to locate such a major
jetport at Calverton.

In terms of specific categores of impacts, land use, water
quality and ground access may be the most major consid-
erations in this location. The land use guestion is probably
the most vital, and calis for a major public forum to resolve
this specific question prior t6 making any firm decision
about the redevelopment of the airport, The land use ques-
fion seems particularly critical in view of the already high
level of airport activity on Long Island and the rapid urbani-
zation of what is arguably a vital regionai recreational and
environmental resource.

Appendix D-1

Listing of rare species in the Peconic River Area
Excerpted from the Special Groundwater Protection
Area Project by the Long Iskangd Regional Planning Board

Rare and Endangered Species and Significant Habitats

The Central Suffolk SGPA Is not only the largest SGPA but
contains the greatest number of habitats of rare and en-
dangered species. A total of 137 natural elements were re-
ported within its boundares. Among the habitat
communities identified in this SGPA by the Naotural Herttage
Program are pitch pine-oak-heath woodiand, dwarf pine
plains, coastal plaln Aflantic white cedar swamp, pine bar-
rens shrub swamp. coastal pialn pond shore, cardinal
flower and coastal pkiin poor fern.

Many rare and endangered specles can be found In or
near the extensive Peconic River wetland system. Especially
high concentrations of species were located west of Wad-
ing River/Schuifz Rood among a chain of ponds and asso-
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clated wetlands. Specles common throughout this region
include the pine barrens gerardia (R), lespedeza (R),
coastal barrens buckmoth (SC). and tiger salamander (E).
Several individual occurrences of species were ako noted
within this SGPA. The grasshopper sparrow (SC) and north-
ern cricket frog (M have been reported near Swan Pond in
Riverhead. Tall tick-clover (T) and the silvery aster (S) have
been sighted in the Manoniille area. Two threctened ani-
mal species, the osprey and a rare turlle species. have
been reported as ranging throughout the Penny Pond and
Wehrman's Pond area in Southport.

New York State has designated the Peconic River and ifs
environs as a Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River and NYS-
DOS has designated it a Significant Fish and Wildlife Habi-
tot, This river comridor habitat extends approximately 15
miles frorm County Rte. 73, in the center of Riverhead. 1o the
nver’'s fributaries in the western portion of Peconic River
County Park, Neady all of the upper watershed remains
relatively undisturbed. The river supports extensive bog and
freshwater marsh communities. The entire length of the Pe-
conic River is a productive habitat for warm wafer fisheries.
Some of the more cbundant species that naturally repro-
duce here include largemouth bass, yellow perch and
chain pickerel. In addition, the Peconic River is one of only
two locdlities in the State that support populations of
banded sunfish.

The abundant fisheries resources of the Peconic, support a
recreational freshwater fishery of regional significance. The
river's assoclated wetlands fumish an outstanding habitat
for a varety of avion wildlife, including Canada geese,
black duck, great blue heron, white-talied deer, and little
brown bat. Peconic River County Park provides public o¢-
cess to the river's fish and wildlife resources.

Giltham & Gander Associales, Inc.
Architecture Planning Urban Design |



Firm Qualifications

Gillham & Gandér is a planning and architecturdl firm spe-
cializing in the fields of airpart planning. transportation, and
urban design. Oliver Gillham and Carol D. Gander. the prin-
cipals of the corporation. are registered architects with a
combined total of more than 26 years of experience. Mr.
Gilham, an architect and urban designer, has performed
extensive work in both the public and private sectors on air-
port and transportation projects, master plans. mixed-use
developments, and urban design programs. Ms. Gander
has specialized in architecture, urban design and project
management including a wide range of office, retail, hotet
and transportation projects.

The firm is currently at work on a broad array of airport and
transportation projects including a $1 bilion terminal area
modernization plan for Logan Airport in Boston, a proposed
new transit station in South Boston, and planning ond de-
sign seivices for the New Bedford/Fall River Commuter Rail
Restoration Project, a fifty mile extension of Boston’s com-
muter rail system with seven new stations. Githam & Gan-
der ailso served as Task Area Manager of Landside Planning
for a site selection study for a second major airport in Mas-
sachusetts. Other recent projects have included a facilities
study for Hanscom Air Terminal in Bedford, MA, and aero-
nautical consulting services for a land use plan for a four
square mite area surounding the Bangor International Air-
port.

At Logan Airport the firm is involved In planning and pro-
gramming activities for a series of new airside and landside
terminal projects including replacement of Terminal A, a
new parking garage and centralized rental ¢ar facility, a
new central transportation terminal. and a planned in-
terterminal ride system. Gillham & Gander is also collabo-
rating on the environmental review. permitting and
community participation aspects of this project. For the
Second Mgjor Airport Study Gillham & Gander performed a
range of key landside and land use planning tasks includ-
ing development of prototypical acirport layout plans for
testing alternative sites as well as land use data base devel-
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opment and analysis. At Hanscom Field Glllham & Gan-
der’s scope of work Included space programming based
on design peak hour loads, development of alternative
planning scenaros for increased air canier use and produc-
tion of a project definltion manual for new commuter airline
terminal facilities. The Bangor project included planning
work to help define the 20 year aeronautical land use en-
velope for the airport as well as kayout of alternative op-
tions for development of future cargo and maintenance
areas and parking facilities.

The principals of Gilham & Gander also have substantial
prior expefience in planning. design and community par-
ticipation for large scake fransportation projects. Mr. Gillham
was formerly the Senlor Urban Designer for the Massachu-
setts Port Authority where he was Planning Coordinator for
the CHART project which examined hew highway connec-
tions and terminal area development patterns at Logan
Airport in the context of the 1-90/1-93 project. In support of
the CHART project Mr. Gillham developed a comparative
study of 20 major U.S. airports assessing relative terminal
area facilities. passenger loads. alrport organization and
use. As Senior Urban Designer with Skidmore, Owings & Mer-
rill, Mr. Gillham was involved such projects as the I-90/1-93 EIS
and planning for the Bird Islands Flats Cargo Terminal Area
at Logan Airport. In the area of transportation terminal fo-
cilities, Mr. Gillnarm played a principal role in the planning
and design of the Harvard Square MBTA Siation in Cam-
bridge. @ major intermodal bus and rail fransit station in
Cambridge. and was also involved in the planning and de-
sign of the South Station Transportation Center and Red
Line Station.

Ms. Gander’s previous experience includes urban design
work on the Central Artery North Area Project and on the
Cambridge Center Plan as wel as design work on the inter-
modal JFK/U.Mass. MBTA Station. Ms. Gander is currently
serving as Project Manager for the World Trade Center STa-
tion on the proposed South Boston Piers/Fart Point Channel
Underground Transitway and as Project Architect on the
New Bedford/Fall River Commuter Rail Restoration project.



The transportation planning and design expertise of the
principals and staff of the firm is highly relevant to the array
of planning issues and concerns surrounding airport plan-
ning and development projects. The firm has significant ex-
perience in the key areas of alrport facilities prograrmming
and planning as weill as ground franspoctation, passenger
and cargo terminal design with a special concentration in
the issues associated with design for intermodal fransfer. In
addition the firm has an established track record in lorge
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and small scale urban design, public parficipation and
land use planning projects for a wide variety of different
communities. Public paricipation experience includes
highly controversial waterfront, transportation and master
planning projects. Many of these have involved large scale
public meetings as wefl as regular work sessions with advi-
sory committees and project task force groups.



APPENDIX E - Quastionnaires

Airline/Fraelght Porwarders/Cuatoms Brokers Questiconnalre
Bconomlc Peasibility 8tudy - Calvertom Alrport

The Long Island Reglonal Planning Board ls studying the feasibility of devel-
oping an alr cargo facility at Calverton Adrport: If you could take a moment
to answer a few questions, 1t would help ue to better underatand the air
freight business and to understand what your needa at Calverton might be-

Company Name

Addresa Zip Code

Your position

Type of Flrm;: PFrelght Porwarder Customer Broker

Afirline

1. At what New York airports are you currently located?

#What types of facilitles do you have there?

How many people do you employ there?

Do you currently face any delays caused by airport congestion?

2. What factora affect your declalon to locate at a particular airport?

3. Do you think that the New York Reglon needs an additional air cargo

facilicy?

4. Would you consider locating a amall opexation at Calvarton Alrport?

What circumstances would induce you to locate an operation there?

What facilities would you liks to see there 1f a cargo airport is

daeveloped?

Would you have problems with split operations at several airporta?
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Questionnaire - (Cont'd.)

January 6, 1993

The Long Iamland Regional Planning Board has been asked by the Federal

Aviation Administration to study the feasibility of developing an ailr cargo
facllity at Calverton Alrport. Calverton Alrport is located 1o eastern
Suffolk County on Long Island. It is currently operated by the Grumman Corpo-
ration under contract with the U.3. Ravy. The alrport contains space for 1in-
dustrial development, We are examining the feasibillity of Linsatituting
commercial cargo flights and jointly operating the alrport with Grumman as a
cargo airport. We belleve that the availabllity of alr cargo facllities 1n
eastern Long Ialand could serve as a catalyst for the economic development of
eastern Suffolk.

As part of the study, we are trying to determinme to what extent cargo
airlines and freight forwarders currently opaerating out of Kennedy Alrporxt
would be interested in using air cargo facilities at Calverton if they became
avajilable,

Could you or an employee designated by you take a moment to answer the
attached guestionnalire. The answars to these queastions will be critical teo
our findings.

Thank you for your help.

Bincerely,

Lea E. Koppalman
Executive Director

LEK:PX:pl Enclosurae
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Questionnaire - (Cont'd.)

Airline/Freight Forwardera/Customs Brokera Questionnaire
Economic Peaaibility Study - Calverton Airport

Company Name

Address Zip Code
Your Name and Position
Type of Firm: Frelght Forwarder Customs Broker

Alrline

1. Would your firm consider using air cargo facllities at Calverton Alrport?

Yes
No

Maybe

Could you briafly explain this anawer?

2. What circumstances would induce you to use air cargo facllities at Calver-
ton Alrport? (Note: We are not asking for a commitment to relocate your ex-
isting facilities to Calverton. We are attempting to ascartain your poasible
interest 1im routing cargo alircraft to Calverton 1f cargo facilitles becoma

available therae).
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APPENDIX F
AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN
Calverton Alrport

Generol

The overall alrport development plan design for the Calver-
fon Alrport facility is based on the airport’s existing facilities,
the anticipated development as Identlfied in the Alport
Joint Use Feasibliity Study. and the facllity reguirements re-
lated thereto,

The Airport Layout Plan (ALP) assumes that the existing fa-
cilities, within a triongular area between the runways com-
prised of 944 acres, will continue to be utilized by Grumman
Aerospace. A discussion of the proposed facilities, both ait-
side and landside, are complemented by drawings which
are in compliance with FAA requirements (AC 150/5300-13,
Appendix 7).

The exception to the requirements will be the Terminal Area
Plan and the Sfage Development chart. Since the current
use is primarily military and the proposed joint-use will add
commercial cargo and aviation maintenance avlation fa-
cilities there would be no demand for a “terminal™, Any
timed staging of development would be a hypothetical ex-
ercise inasmuch as the development concepts are ema-
nating from a “feasibility” study and not from an airport
master plan approach.

The ciport is classified a fransport-category commercial
service facllity which can accommodate aircraft with ap-
proach speeds greater than 141 knots, but less than 166
knots (Approach Categories "C~ and "D”) with wingspans
192 feet up to, but not including 262 feet (Airplane Design
Group VD).

Aeronauticol Forec ast

Less than 6.000 operations per year (a landing or a takeoff)
are forecasted, with 5,000 of these representing the contin-

ued Grumman-military activities and 750 operations per.

year aftributed to the proposed "modest” commercial
cargo operations. Should the cargo operations expand to
levels similar to Stewart Alrport an Increase to 3,000 corgo
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operations per year would be realized which, added to the
Grumman-military activity totals 8.000 operations annually.

Approach & Obstruction Plan

The drawing presented In Figure ALP-1 depicts the imagi-
nary surfaces on and around Calverton Airport through
which no object should penetrate. The runway approach
contours and obstructions are presented in Figure ALP-2,
Both these drawings are in accordance with the critera
outiined in Federat Aviation Reguiations (FAR) Part 77, Ob-
jects Affecting Navigable Alrspace.

Imaginary Surfaces

The characteristics ond dimensions of the following five sur-
faces impact upon the utilization of the runway and the
mitigation actions necessary fo address any obstructions
that exist within the aviation environs of the airport. The run-
ways at Colverton Aiport have a heavy transport-category.

The primary surface is an area, ot ground level, longitudi-
nally centered on each runway. The runway Primary Sur-
faces extend 200 feet beyond the threshoid of eoch
runway. The widths of of the runway Primary Surfaces are

1,000 feet.

The approach surtqee is an areo longitudinally centered on
the extended runway centerine, extending upward and
outward from the end of the primary surface at a desig-
nated slope. Runways 32, 5, 23 have a slope of 34:1 for a
distance of 10,000 feet to an outer width of 3.500 feet. Run-
way 14, (the designated ILS approach runway) has a slope
of 50:1 for the first 10,000 feet, and a slope of 40;) for the
next 40,000 feet ond an outer width of 16,000 feet.

The hansitiopal surf extend outward and uvpward of
right angles to the edge of the Primary Surfoces and Ap-
proach Surfaces at a stope of 7:1.

A hotizontal surface Is formed by a horizontal plane 150
feet above the established airport elevation of 75 feet MSL



Figure ALP-1 tmaginary Surfaces
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Figure ALP-2 Runway Approach Contours and Obstructions
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at a distance of approximately 10,000 feet from the runway
end or unway centerline.

The conical surfgce extends upward and outward from the
periphery of the Horizontal Surface at a slcpe of 20:1 for a
horizontal distance of 4,000 feet.

While several structures (communication towers) are |o-
cated adjacent to the airport. as noted on ALP-1. they do
not obstruct the runway approaches identified under FAR
Part 77 regarding man-made objects ot terrain. The only
penetration of a runway inner-approach surface is the
treeline on the Runway 32 approach. The frees are [ocated
BOO feet from the end of the runway {elevation 52 feet MSL)
approximately 35 feet in height but rise from an elevation
of less than 35 feet MSL south of Grumman Boulevard.

Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)

Runway protection zones are shown on the Existing Airport
Layout (Figure ALP-3) and the Airport Layout Pian (Figure
ALP-4), The RPZ is a zone of proftection against the en-
croachment of man-made stuctures and natural growih
obstructions. The preceding approach surface dimensions
also determine the dimensions of the RPZ, an area at
ground level that provides for unobstructed passage of
tanding aircraft through the above airspace. The RPZ be-
gins at the end of the primary suface

The dimensions of the RPZ for Runway 14-32 has an inner
width 1000 feet at the end of the primary surface, extend-
ing for a distance of 2,500 feet to ond outer width of 1,750
feet. Runway 5-23 has an RPZ with an inner width of 1,000
feet extending for a distance of 1,700 feet having an outer
width of 1,425 feet.

Runway Safety Areg (RSA) is a defined surface surrounding

the runway prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of
damage to airplanes in the event of an undershoot, over-
shoot from the runway. For Airplane Design Group IV the
RSA width is 500 feet by 1,000 feet in length from the end of
the 400 foot long blast pad.

This is an drea which

supports the transition of ground to airborne aircraft opera-
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tions (and visa versa). The OFZ standards preciude taxing
and parked airplanes and object penetrations. The Run-
way OFZ at Calverton Airport has a width of 400 feet and
extends 200 feet beyond each end of the runway.

Proposed Development
The findings of the Feasibility Study are the basis for the pro-
posed development. The new development would occur
in areas outside of the Grumman triangle. with aviation-re-
Iated uses being sited adjacent to the existing runways,
and industrial parks being located away from the flight fine.
The overall development of the airport is shown as the ~Air-
port Layout Plan” on Figure ALP-4. which identifies detailed de-
velopment along each runway and the balance of the aiport.

Runways With consideration of the need for advanced
navigional requirements by commercial aircraft operations.,
the Airport Layout Pian reflects a precision Instrument Land-
ing System (ILS) for Runway 14-32, with a 50:1 approach
slope to Runway 32.

No extensions or improvements are proposed for the exist-
ing 200 foot wide runways with lkengths of 7,000 feet and
10000 feet respectively, which with their 50.000 Ibs per
wheel pavement strength could accommodate large
commercial aircraft, If the obstruction of frees on the Run-
way 32 approach (cited under Obstructions) Is unaccept-
able then displacement of Runway 32 may be necessary.

Taxiways While there exists two ful-length parallel taxiways
(75 feet wide) adjacent fo the Grumman facilities, these
taxiways would be offHimits to the commeircial aircraft due
to the stringent prevention practices to aveid debris dam-
age which are conducted around high-performance mili-
tary aircraft. The recommended taxiway development is for
75 feet wide fuiHength parallel taxiways on the commercial
side of the runways adjacent t¢ the new aviation uses.

Aiside Development The proposed long term develop-

ment scenario calls for aviation related uses (serviced by
the new taxiway system) adjacent to both runways. On
Runway 5-23 these uses are for new hangars, parking
aprons. and support buildings for both an aircraft mainte-
nance facility. and an aircraft retrofit facility. The airport
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management center s also located clong this runway.
Runway 14-32 accommodates the fixed base operator’'s
hangars, apron, fuel service area, and an eguipment cen-
ter for air cargo services; the hangars, apron and support
buildings for both a commercial air cargo operation, and
an ihfegrated carrier center; the U.S. Customs offlces; and
the multiple industrial buildings of a foreign trade zone.

The industrial parks development
on three sites adjacent to the aviation uses totals 280 acres
with the largest park (213 acres) located next to Runway
14-32 on the east side of the airport. The new santary treat-
ment plant, supporting the wastewater disposal activities at
the airport, is located at the north perimeter of the fenced
airport areq.

On-Almport Road Network The on-girport road network will

provide additional access points and link the commercial
activities of both runway areas. This road network will ac-
commodate the landside development (i.e. new indushicl
parks) in addition to the airside development. To minimize
the confiict with the RPZ of Runway 14, the northem road
link between the east and west commercial areas would
have to be located immediately adjacent to Middle Coun-
try Road (NYS 25) but shill inside the fenceline of the dirport.
The location of the new south entrance into the proposed
industriol park from Grumman Bouevard is influenced by
the RPZ of Runway 32.

Off-Airport Land Use The tand uses within @ 10 mile radius of

the Calverton Airport were surveyed. The comprehensive
plans for future lond uses prepared by the affected municl-
palities were evaluated with respect to the airfield configu-
ration and approach surfaces as well as aircraft noise
impacts. (A discussion of the municlpal comprehensive
plans is found in Chapter Four of the full report.)

There are no problems with regard to the outer-approach
zones of Part 77 surfaces due to the akport’s major land
holdings in avigational easements within the runway ap-
proaches. The nolse contour analysis conducted in the Feg-
sibility Study Indicated that the increase in Ldn contouwr
area would be quite minimal and thot the 65 Ldn contour is
largely contained within the airport boundaries.
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Noise mitigation measures such os preferential runway (s
and departure controls could be utilized to further reduge
noise impacts on residential areas located o the northogost
and southeast of the airport.

Capital Improvements Progrom

Communities adjacent to the Calverton facllity should
carefully weigh their capitat improvement expenditures into
noise sensitive areas. Unless the municipalities zoning and
development controls can discourage deveiopment that is
incompatible with the presence of an dirport the extending
of water or sewer services, will create future problems within
the community adjocent to the alrport.

Off Aiport The proposed development of the Calverton
Afrport would require the funding for capacity improve-
ments on existing roadways. The costs of these off-airport
highway capacity improvements are shown in Table ALP-1
with an overall figure of $22 mition.

OnAiport  Since the majority of the proposed develop-
ment at the alrport would be alt new private-sector build-
ings their capital improvement costs would be for
necessary infrastructure such as the road network, airport
enfrances. power lines, water lines and wastewater collec-
tion and treatment. The provisions of a coordinated capital
improvements program for new development will be influ-
enced by the management approach cdopted by the air-
port owner/development spensor.

Devetopment Costs

Should the feasibility study prompt consideration of imple-
menting the proposed development a schedule in support
of the recommendations would be required. It would in-
clude the actions required, thelr sequencing. and the costs
of the actions, as wel as the financiadl obligations to be as-
sumed by the Federal Government, the State of New York,
the Almport Sponsor, and the private interests. To assist in
identifying the potential costs of implementing the recom-
mendations Table ALP-2 reflects 1992 unit costs for certain
of the anticipated development items (not including design).



TABLE ALP-1
Road Capacity Improvements

Route From To Improvement Mites Cost®
NYS 25 CR 46 North One addl lane each 9.1 $93

Entrance  way
CR 46 NYS 495 NYS 25 One add! lane each 43 $48

way

Wadi NYS 495 NYS25 Reconstruct exising 4.2 $38
River Rd. 2 lane road
Grumman  Wadi Edwards  Reconstruct existing 40 $34
Bivd RiverRd.  Ave. 2 lane road

TOTALS 216 $213
* § miltion
Construction Costs

It is estimated that the construction costs of entrances and
roadways will be about $11 million. not including free re-
moval. Airside requirements, not including navigational
qids. are shown In Table ALP-3 with cost estimates. The costs
for the improvements such as taxiways, taxiway lighting are
expected to be shared infrastructure costs bome by the
new private-sector tenants, with full costs of the necessary
aircraft aprons being covered by the individual tenants as
part of their development. The construction costs shown
are only the major cost items and reftect an order of mag-
nitude planning cost in 1992 dotlars.

The investment needed to meet the on-aiport develop-
ment items previously identified through public and private
sources is approximately § 71 million. Another § 22 million for
off-airport road capacity improvements is required. These
figures do not include the design costs of the proposed de-
velopment, other navigational aids for commercial aircratt
use. the new sewage treatment plant collection and treat-
ment, site drginage. or other miscellaneous costs such as
building demalition, fencing, signage. etc.

The development of delailed cost figures, the timing of
construction as well as the specific financing sources shoukd
be addressed under a comprehensive airport Master Pian
approach.

APP-50

TABLE ALP-2
Unit Costs far Airport Development ltems *

Pavement Consin {Transport) Square Yard $127.00
Pavement Consin {Utiity) Square Yard $97.00
Pavement Rehabdilakon Square Yard $30.00
Ackt Parking Apron (Heavy) Square Yard $127.00
Taxiway Consin Square Yand $127.00
Road Access/Relocation Square Yaid $97.00
Earthwork Square Yard $17.00
Tree Remaval Per Acre $ 6,000.00
Qbslruction Removal Per Acre $6,000.00
Conventional Hanger Square Fool $50.00
Runway Lighting (MIRL/HIRL) Linear Foot $44.50
Taxiway Lighting {(MTLHITL) Linear Foot $50.00
Localizer Lump Sum $ 300,000.00
Glideslope Lump Sum $ 150.000.00
MALSR Lump Sum $ 250,000.00
REIL Lumg Sum $13200.00
VASI (4-box) Lump Sum $ 20,250.00
ILS{per runway) Lump Surn $ 650,000.00
" ALP Updale, East Hampton Airport, March 1993
TABLE ALP-3
Airside Construction Requirements/Costs
item Awy 523 Awy 14-32  Totals Costs
Taxiway 71444 sy 102,444 sy179888sy  $22,845776
Taxiway Lighting 17,650 ¥ 2385010 41,3001f $2,065,000
Instrnt Landing System X $650,000
Total $25,560,776
__ ltem Awy 523 Rwy14-32 Totals Costs
Atrcraft Apron
Aircraft Refrofit 36,111 sy $4 586097
Aircraft Maintenance 33,333 sy $4,233291
FBO/Cargo Services 17,847 sy $2,266,569
Air Cargo 16,666 sy $2,116,582
[ntegraled Carner 15,555 sy $1.975485
Totals 69,4445y 500685y 119512sy $15,178,024

Taxiway @ $127/sy; Txwy Ltg @ $50/If; Acft Apron @ $127/sy









